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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2013

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2012. 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 

WITNESS

DR. JAMES H. BILLINGTON, LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS 

ROBERT DIZARD JR., LIBRARY OF CONGRESS CHIEF OF STAFF 

MARIA A. PALLANTE, REGISTER OF COPYRIGHTS 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN CRENSHAW

Mr. CRENSHAW. I want to call the meeting to order. 
Welcome. This is the first meeting for the Legislative Branch 

Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations. The 
total fiscal year 2013 budget request that we are going to consider 
is a little over $3.5 billion; and that is a $155 million increase, 
about 4.6 percent over last year’s. This is exclusive of the Senate 
and Senate Office Building, which total $990 million; and we have 
the tradition of comity, that those items are going to be considered 
by the other body. 

This subcommittee is tasked with determining the level of fund-
ing Congress needs, while ensuring accountability for its own 
spending and maintaining the ability to adjust and justify the 
spending to our constituents. 

Now, we all recognize that our legislative branch appropriations 
bill is the smallest of all the bills. It is one-half of 1 percent of all 
the discretionary spending. But we all respect the fact that it pre-
sents its own unique challenges and concerns. 

I think it is worth noting that since January of 2011, when Re-
publicans took the majority in the House, that the legislative 
branch spending, excluding the Senate items, has been reduced by 
over $290 million—that is about 8 percent—and that results in a 
salary and benefits savings of about $54 million when you consider 
there are about 513 FTEs that are no longer here. 

But I think everybody knows that these cuts do not come without 
pain. I think that we have all shared in some of the pain, and I 
think all the members of this subcommittee are aware of that. 

And when you consider the fact that we have a national debt of 
about $15 trillion, everyone can be assured that we are going to 
continue to do our part, ask everybody to try to be more efficient, 
more effective, do more with less. We are all in the same boat to-
gether.
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So I look forward to working with my Ranking Member, the gen-
tleman from California. We have had nothing but a great relation-
ship thus far, and I expect that to continue. 

I want to welcome the other members of the subcommittee for 
being here today; and, with that, I am going to ask Mr. Honda if 
he would like to make any opening remarks. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF MR. HONDA

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; and, thus far, I am glad 
to be here. 

The legislative branch, as you have said, is the smallest of all the 
appropriations bills but funds an entire equal branch of govern-
ment. The analysis and oversight provided by our staff, including 
the Congressional Budget Office, the Government Accountability 
Office, the Congressional Research Service, and, of course, our com-
mittees and personal staff, should be applauded, given that we 
have always been understaffed and underfunded. 

As we move through this cycle, I hope we live within the con-
structs of the Budget Control Act agreement as to not reopen fights 
of the past. Also, all of the subcommittees must keep in mind that 
sequestration will probably impact our agencies in 2013. The agen-
cies should be preparing for that, and so should this committee. 

So I want to thank Chairman Crenshaw for the working relation-
ship we have had over the last year. We on this side stand willing 
and ready to work with you to get this bill done. Thank you. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
First of all, we are going to hear from the Library of Congress. 

Dr. Billington, I want to welcome you, ask you to summarize your 
opening statement; and then we will insert your full statement in 
the record, as well as those of the director of CRS and the Register 
of Copyrights. 

INTRODUCTION OF NEW LIBRARY LEADERSHIP

Please introduce your staff that are with you. I see that we have 
got a new director of the CRS, we have got a new director of the 
Library Services, we have got a new Law Librarian, and a new 
Register of the Copyrights. Dr. Billington, other than you and me, 
it looks like we have got a bunch of new people around here. 

Mr. BILLINGTON. Well, thank you. 
Although many have retired, we have replaced them with very 

experienced people. So I might ask them to stand up. 
Maria Pallante is the new Register of Copyrights; Mary Mazanec, 

the Director of the Congressional Research Service; Roberta 
Shaffer, Associate Librarian for Library Services; and David Mao, 
Law Librarian of Congress. It is a very good team and we are 
happy to say working very harmoniously under our very qualified 
and energetic chief of staff who is with me today, Robert Dizard. 
So thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS

First of all, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Honda, members of the sub-
committee, I appreciate the opportunity to present the Library of 
Congress fiscal 2013 budget request. 
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The Congress of the United States has been the greatest patron 
of the library in the history of the world. It has created, sustained, 
and expanded the reach of this library for 212 years, throughout 
every period of our history. The Congress has viewed its library, 
America’s oldest Federal cultural institution, as a unique institu-
tion of fundamental importance for our knowledge-based democ-
racy.

Mr. Chairman, all of us at the Library of Congress are deeply 
grateful for the support you give to this, the world’s largest and 
most inclusive collection both of recorded human knowledge and of 
America’s cultural and intellectual creativity. 

We are seeking funding just to maintain current core services, 
adjusted for inflation, at the reduced fiscal level of 2012. We have 
asked for no program increases. The requested funding for fiscal 
2013 will allow the Library time to conclude our intensive IT and 
zero-based budget review, which is now underway as called for in 
the House report for fiscal 2012. Over the next year, the results of 
the review will inform our decisions and resource allocation nec-
essary in order to preserve and enhance priority mission functions 
within smaller budgets. 

In my written statement I have itemized the major work we have 
been able to do even with the budget reductions in fiscal 2011 and 
with the added reductions in fiscal 2012. In our effort to absorb 
these appropriations reductions without damaging mission-critical 
programs, we offered a voluntary separation incentive program, ac-
cepting early retirement for 186 staff, which nonetheless meant los-
ing the institutional memory of important and one-of-a-kind cura-
tors and technicians. 

I have listed some of the impacts, but we have been using the 
realities of the budget environment to strengthen our program, to 
get the various parts of the entire Library to work better together, 
synergistically, by adopting Library-wide strategies. We have made 
major strides in improving the Library’s Web presence in a unified 
effort, bringing together resources and scholarly expertise from 
across the Library. We are in the process of making important 
structural reorganizational changes that will more fully integrate 
our digital and analog services. 

I also want to especially mention, Mr. Chairman, again, our need 
for funding in the Architect of the Capitol’s budget for Module 5 for 
preservation and storage at Fort Meade. This is essential if we are 
to continue to make our unique collections, as they have been, rap-
idly accessible for Congress and the American people. 

Our fiscal 2013 request is, in essence, a petition not to deepen 
the reductions in the library’s budget and not to put our core serv-
ices at greater risk. Reductions have already cut deep into the li-
brary’s muscle. We ask that they not be allowed to cut further on 
into the bone. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Honda, Mrs. Emerson, members of the sub-
committee, thank you again for your support of the Library and for 
your consideration of our fiscal 2013 request. 

[The prepared statements of Dr. Billington, Mary Mazanec, and 
Maria Pallante follow]: 

[The bios of Mary Mazanec, Maria Pallante, Roberta Shaffer and 
David Mao follow:] 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much, Doctor Billington. 
We are going to ask some questions. I would like to observe the 

5-minute rule. We may have a chance to have a couple of rounds. 
But let me start by asking the question that I want to ask all the 
agencies that come in here today, and you touched on it a little bit. 

MANAGING WITH REDUCED FUNDING

We all know that last year you ended up with less money than 
the year before. I would like to hear, in a little more detail how 
are you managing—it is one thing to say, okay, you make a request 
and you are going to get less money than you had before. And that 
is kind of a cold, hard reality. This year, we asked all the agencies 
to prepare their budget from a zero base budget. I would like to 
hear a little more about what you did with this year’s money. And 
then in particular how you put together next year’s budget from a 
zero base point of view, and maybe tell us a little bit about that 
exercise, what efficiencies you found out, if you think that is a good 
exercise. It seems like it would be. And it sounds like that is ongo-
ing now. 

So, Bob, maybe you could touch on that. 
Mr. DIZARD. I think maybe we could split those two questions. 

If you want to take the first part, I will take the second part. 
Dr. BILLINGTON. In terms of management, let me just say, Mr. 

Chairman, we are asking some staff to do more and expanding, for 
example, the portfolios of some of our CRS analysts so that they 
maintain broad subject coverage. 

We expect to catalogue 50,000 less items this year. This impacts 
every library in the United States. We will operate with 22 fewer 
reference librarians, reducing services for researchers in our read-
ing rooms and also libraries around the United States that rely on 
our reference services. 

In nonstaff areas, we will not replace security and detection 
equipment as soon as we planned, and we will have the supple-
mental changes we need for our exhibit areas deferred. We will try 
to avoid any further decreases in acquisitions, which have also oc-
curred, but which would in many cases result in an irretrievable 
loss to the national library’s collections. 

And I will defer to Mr. Dizard to deal with the approach that we 
have taken. 

ZERO-BASED BUDGET APPROACH

Mr. DIZARD. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, over 
the past 10 months, in dealing with the 8.1 percent reduction that 
you mentioned, we have essentially had to take a zero-based budg-
et approach to get our fiscal 2012 spending plan together. That 
spending plan is the basis of this essentially flat budget. 

We first examined every position in the Library to see who could 
be eligible for an early retirement or voluntary separation incentive 
payment. Yet the 186 staff who left under that program accounted 
only for about 27 percent of the savings we needed in fiscal 2012. 
We had to spend money to have those people go, too. So our long- 
term savings there is $19 million. This year, it is $11 million, be-
cause we had to spend $8 million to wish them well out the door. 
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So then, after that, we did an extensive examination of our non-
personnel spending. So, essentially, we had to take two-thirds of 
our reduction in one-third of our budget on the nonpersonnel side. 
Dr. Billington mentioned some of the results of that, but we are at 
189 fewer FTEs and have some of the nonstaff impacts that Dr. 
Billington outlined. 

The second exercise we are going through we started last fall. We 
began a more thorough review of our budget, and we are initially 
focusing on information technology. This is an area that the com-
mittee directed the Librarian to look at; and, frankly, we agree and 
believe that we might be able to meet our needs more efficiently 
by pooling resources and expertise across the Library, rather than 
having our individual units work on IT projects separately. 

We have had in the past 18 months very good success with our 
Web presence by getting the library together to work as a unit, 
pooling expertise and pooling resources to update our Web presence 
throughout the library. We are starting that with an initial priority 
focus on legislative information on the Web. 

So I just summarize by saying the exercise we completed in De-
cember essentially realigned resources within our organization. The 
effort that is now under way will show how we might need realign-
ments between our units. So that is ongoing. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Honda. 

IMPACT OF ABSORBING UNFUNDED INFLATION COSTS

Mr. HONDA. I think I understand what you are saying about re-
ductions and everything. The library, along with other agencies, 
has a mandatory inflation cost; and when those are unfunded, I 
was wondering what the impact of that is on the agency. Do you 
have that? 

Mr. DIZARD. That is just like a reduction. When you look at our 
nonpersonals, it means less done, for example, on mass deacidifica-
tion, because the inflation is covered in the contracts. It just means 
we get less done on nonpersonal spending. 

If we do not have to pay COLAs, that is one thing. But we have 
things like this year, when we will have to pay FERS adjustments, 
retirements adjustments, and the like. 

Mr. HONDA. So if those are mandatory then, are we issuing off 
to the side an IOU? 

Mr. DIZARD. No. It depends. If you direct us not to pay staff, for 
example, cost of living adjustments, then that is not an issue. But 
other things—we do not have control over contracts for, as I men-
tioned, mass deacidification or binding or electronic resources and 
the like. We just either get less or take from other areas to pay 
those.

Mr. HONDA. Before the cuts went into effect last year we were 
saying that—for our Members to expect less services, not because 
we do not want to provide them but because we have cut the ability 
for our different agencies to provide those services. Are the agen-
cies ready to—have they figured out how they are going to say to 
the Members you all got to wait in line? Or what are some of the 
thoughts that the agencies have in order to express the shortage 
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of staff and resources, you know, based upon the cuts that we have 
made?

Mr. DIZARD. Well, I would say the last thing we will say to the 
Members is you have to wait in line. But we are saying to people 
who are using the reading rooms you will have to wait in line. 

For example, we lost 22 reference staff, reference librarians who 
serve people directly in reading rooms. But I am not sure we have 
gotten to the point in some of the units, like CRS and the Law Li-
brary and others, that directly serve the Congress. Our first pri-
ority is not to let that slip. 

LOSS OF EXPERTISE AND REDUCTIONS IN SERVICE

Mr. HONDA. Okay. Very quickly, I know between the chairman 
and myself we have to return some funds back to you, some of the 
other agencies before the end of the year, which should lessen some 
of the pressure. But I think the agencies have to at least let us 
know how we need to work with our colleagues to allay the frustra-
tions they may have of agencies like CRS, where we expect a lot 
of turnaround, quick turnaround for things like that. It is just one 
of those things we are used to having but are not going to have be-
cause of our budgetary decisions. 

Dr. BILLINGTON. We handled about three-quarters of a million re-
quests last year. We lost our senior intelligence specialist; and 30 
of the 40 lost positions were analysts, attorneys, and information 
specialists, which means we spread the portfolios that are covered 
among the remaining people. But this is a serious problem. 

We lost, in Library Services, for instance, our top expert on 
India. We lost 50 acquisitions and bibliographic access personnel, 
which is the most basic library function, which affects the entire 
library community of America. In the Law Library, we lost our sen-
ior law specialist who covers Canada, the Caribbean, American 
Samoa, Northern Marianas, Guam, and so forth. And the Pacific 
colonies.

When you lose specialists capable of such a range of things and 
with so much experience, you spread the responsibility to others. 
And at some point it is going to affect the service. I think our peo-
ple have been stepping up to the responsibilities to spread the port-
folios around, but there is a limit to all of that. And I just mention 
these as some of the examples of the necessary adjustments. 

We are determined not to, if possible, let acquisitions drop any 
more because this can produce irremedial weaknesses in the na-
tional collection on which the rest of the library community in 
America, which is suffering even steeper cuts, by and large, than 
we are, will also depend. 

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

INSTITUTION-WIDE BUDGET REVIEW

Mr. CRENSHAW. One thing, and I note I was reading one of the 
statements that you gave us, and I think it is appropriate when 
you do these kind of reviews, it says you are conducting an exten-
sive institution-wide budget review, looking from the ground up at 
the Library’s core function areas. It is ongoing, it focuses on identi-
fying, defining, and justifying the core function areas of the institu-
tion, those that serve the most critical role in enabling the Library 
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to deliver on its mission and related strategic goals and objectives. 
And I think that is something that every agency ought to be fol-
lowing. So thank you for that. 

Mrs. Emerson. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you. 
Are we supposed to use the microphones now or not? Okay. 

Thank you. 
Thanks, Dr. Billington, for the great work that you have done 

over the years; and I had a couple questions, one of which you all 
have already touched on. 

GSA RENTAL COSTS

In my other subcommittee that I chair, the Financial Services 
and General Government Subcommittee, I have responsibility for 
the General Services Administration. And we noted in the budget 
justifications that over the last 3 years that the library has re-
quested double-digit percentage increases for rental payments to 
GSA. And this year the request I think was 10.9 percent, but the 
requested increases for rental payments to non-GSA landlords is 
only 4.1 percent. So can you all explain the difference and why the 
rent increase between GSA and non-GSA is so big? I mean, that 
is a fairly substantial increase. 

Mr. DIZARD. I think the GSA rates are set. I would probably have 
to add something to the record for that. 

Mrs. EMERSON. So is that through an occupancy agreement 
or——

Mr. DIZARD. It is, yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON. So those rates are just set to increase regardless? 

So they are not fixed to inflation or anything like that? 
Mr. DIZARD. No, I think they are set year to year, is my under-

standing. They are set every year. 
Mrs. EMERSON. If you are renting a space downtown in a private 

building you might do a 5–year or a 10-year lease with, you know, 
each year paying through inflation to increase your rent a little bit. 

Mr. DIZARD. Right. 
Mrs. EMERSON. But these are negotiated on a year-to-year basis 

for you all then? Is that what your staff is saying? 
Mr. DIZARD. I am not sure how much we negotiate with GSA, to 

be honest with you. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Well, you can negotiate with them, just so you 

know, in the future. 
Mr. DIZARD. Okay. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Just come talk to us about that. We actually 

moved out of our Federal building in Cape Girardeau because they 
were increasing our rent too much, and we cut our budget, so we 
couldn’t afford it any more. But I realize you cannot move out of 
the Library of Congress. But sometimes these increases are not jus-
tified.

Mr. DIZARD. Generally, our objective is to move out of these 
spaces, and have other arrangements, particularly for areas that 
have GSA rent restrictions. 

Mrs. EMERSON. How many spaces do you rent outside of the— 
Library building on the Hill? 
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Mr. DIZARD. It is mainly Taylor Street, which is the National Li-
brary Service for the Blind and Physically Handicapped. And we 
have space in Landover, Maryland, as well, which is just ware-
house storage space. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Warehouse storage space. 
Okay. If you all could get me some more information. Because 

what we are trying do is get a handle on GSA and try to keep these 
numbers down, especially when you do not have much inflation, we 
do not give people COLAs, then why do we have—how can you jus-
tify an increase in rent? 

Mr. DIZARD. Right. We will be happy to get you the information 
and work with you to be more effective in that area. 

Mrs. EMERSON. All right. Well, terrific, and we are looking for-
ward to doing that. 

[The information follows:] 
The Library occupies two facilities rented through GSA: the Landover Center 

Annex, a warehouse in Landover, MD, and the Taylor Street Annex, an office build-
ing on Taylor Street NE in Washington D.C. Historically, the Library has worked 
only with GSA to lease all of its off-site office and warehouse facilities. Accordingly, 
a comparison of GSA and non-GSA leased space costs has not been conducted. 

The rent increase requested in fiscal 2013 for the Landover Center Annex is at-
tributed at least in part to the consolidation of rent, utilities and services into a sin-
gle payment. Prior to 2013, these costs were paid and reported separately. Elimi-
nation of the separate payments for utilities and services offset some of the cost in-
crease. Further, a one-year lease extension was negotiated for the Landover facility 
in fiscal 2011, resulting in a rent increase commensurate with a short lease term. 
For fiscal 2013, a new ten-year lease is being negotiated at a more favorable rate. 
The Library is continuing to consider facility alternatives and has the option to ter-
minate the Landover lease unilaterally with 120 days notice. 

At the Taylor Street Annex, the Library entered into a new five-year lease agree-
ment. Beginning in 2009, at the request of the Library, the Architect of the Capitol 
was given authority to negotiate and lease space on behalf of the Library of Con-
gress. The AOC and the LOC jointly participated in the most recent negotiations. 

FT. MEADE MODULE 5

Dr. BILLINGTON. Part of the problem is getting Module 5 at Fort 
Meade so we are not dependent on this—— 

Mrs. EMERSON. I am sorry, to get what? Pardon me, Dr. 
Billington?

Dr. BILLINGTON. The Module 5 at Fort Meade for storage so we 
are not dependent on renting this space. That is only part of it, but 
that is not insignificant, because the books are piling up here in 
our storage here on Capitol Hill, and we are way behind on this. 
So this is important to get this under control. 

Mrs. EMERSON. It would be good to get this under control so that 
you can—you know, the services that you provide to the world at 
large, not only to us, obviously, but to the world at large, we want 
you to focus on what your real mission is. And obviously paying 
high rents every year is not always one’s mission. 

So thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
I want to recognize Mr. Rehberg and thank him for being here 

today. He does not have a question right now. 

TWITTER ARCHIVE

I have one question, and it has to do with what I read in the 
paper that you are going to digitally archive all the tweets ever 
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since 2006. And that is a lot of tweets. I think there are about 50 
million tweets every day. I just wonder, A, is that true; and, B, 
what kind of cost goes along with that? 

Dr. BILLINGTON. Well, we are not going to archive all of the 
tweets. We are assessing exactly what usage can be made of this 
material. We have decided it is not going to be usable outside of 
the reading rooms and the facilities of the Library of Congress 
itself. So we have eliminated a large responsibility there. 

But we are still studying it, because it is a very complex problem 
to define exactly how we will disseminate this information. We 
should have definitive answers on this by the middle of this year. 
We have been trying to develop some pilots. But it is not going to 
be a wide, automatic dissemination of everything, which would be 
impossible.

Mr. CRENSHAW. What goes into your thinking when you decide 
you are going to collect all the tweets? I mean, you collect a lot of 
stuff, and I just wondered how you decide what you are going to 
collect. I do not want you to get in trouble for hoarding. 

POLICY ISSUES RELATED TO NEW MEDIA COLLECTING

Dr. BILLINGTON. Well, we had an opportunity to commit to tak-
ing this material. The Library of Congress has been adventure-
some, at the forefront of moving into new areas. And the new social 
media. It is hard to amplify the point enough that these sources 
are becoming very important internationally in dramatic ways as 
well as to our national life. And if you are going to have a universal 
collection, you have to recognize the new media that are coming be-
coming established. 

So we have taken it on. We are working on defining exactly how 
it can be accessed and how we will define what services we are 
going to render. But we are not contemplating a vast, expensive 
new operation here. We are trying to figure out how we can inte-
grate this into the services the Library provides, just as we are now 
well advanced in integrating the digital and the online material 
into our analog traditional services. We have to make a probe that 
will help define what is the research value. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Just keep us abreast. 
Dr. BILLINGTON. We will certainly keep you abreast. 
Mr. HONDA. If the chairman will yield. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I want to welcome—Mr. Bishop who just walked 

in, but first, Mr. Honda, do you have another question? 

SELECT, COLLECT, PRESERVE, PROVIDE INFORMATION

Mr. HONDA. I was thinking about the same thing. I understand 
probably the philosophical basis for a library to look at any new 
technology that is putting out information, where in the old days 
it used to be print. That is easier to gather. Going out in the ether 
is probably more complicated. Do you have a paper that explains 
your philosophical basis and what it is that you intend to do and 
are other agencies going to be working with you to accomplish this 
task? Do you have something that is written down that sort of ex-
plains this? 
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Dr. BILLINGTON. I have some internal reports from the people 
who are working on this, and I am happy to summarize them and 
relay them to the committee. 

Mr. HONDA. Just some basis. It is a great question for the public, 
too.

[The information follows:] 
The Library has been a leader in recognizing and taking action to select, collect, 

preserve and provide access to significant information that exists only in digital 
form. Today the types of traditional materials that the Library has collected—public 
policy, news, scientific journals, arts, entertainment and scholarly work—are digital 
only and are being distributed via the Internet. For the last 10 years, the Library 
has been working with federal agencies to establish national standards and guide-
lines for libraries, archives, and museums to manage and sustain digital collections. 
The Library is working with over 200 partners from the public and private sectors 
to build a national collection of digital content that includes geospatial data, sci-
entific datasets, audio, video, photographs, websites, journals, and government infor-
mation.

STORAGE OF TWEETS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mrs. Emerson? Do you have any more questions? 
Mrs. EMERSON. No, I just cannot even imagine how much space 

all those Tweets might occupy. But I guess—are you using the 
cloud to capture all that as opposed to—I do not know how else you 
could do that. 

Dr. BILLINGTON. They have not delivered the files, and we have 
not accepted anything yet. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Okay. 
Dr. BILLINGTON. So we are not, as I say, under a strong obliga-

tion to figure out what to do with them. We are trying a series of 
tests to help determine what is the intrinsic research value of this 
and is it substantive, or is this a matter of having to compute the 
best use. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I see. 
Dr. BILLINGTON. There is much too much attention to quan-

titative measurement of this information in the media coverage. 
What we are trying do is determine what is the qualitative value 
of this stuff. And we will not necessarily have a definitive answer. 
But we will come up with answers that are doable without a great 
expansive expense. 

And what our job is is to determine what is the research value, 
consulting with others and so forth, what is the research value? 
What is the importance for Congress and for the American people, 
to mine this for the increasing diffusion of knowledge in a knowl-
edge-based democracy? 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Just keep us posted. 
Mrs. EMERSON. It is fascinating. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. And I want to make sure everybody knows be 

careful what you tweet. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Not only be careful what you tweet but also be 

careful of your spelling. Because I know a lot of people have gotten 
into trouble accidentally, apparently because they have left out a 
letter or two. 

Dr. BILLINGTON. Ours is a distinct function, to help try to deter-
mine the research value of all kinds of information and see what 
we would do with it, what is important to do with it and how much 
of that we can in fact potentially do. 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. We look forward to hearing. 
Mr. Bishop, do you have a question? 

ORAL HISTORY PROJECTS—VETERANS HISTORY AND CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. BISHOP. I do. Let me just thank Dr. Billington for his testi-
mony and for all the work that the library does. I am the son of 
a librarian, so I have a great affinity for libraries; and, of course, 
I have an appreciation, and certainly as all Members do, for the 
great work that the Library of Congress does. 

I have two quick questions. Could you just update us on the Vet-
erans History Project and the Civil Rights History Project? And, 
secondly, your idea about the need for a small claims-type court in 
handling small copyright disputes. Currently, these disputes are 
now required under the copyright laws to go to litigation in Federal 
court. Of course, if you had a small claims-type court, it might 
make it much easier for the small claimants to pursue their claims 
without the legal fees that dissuade a lot of them. 

Dr. BILLINGTON. We can have Maria Pallante respond to the 
copyright question. 

But regarding your first question, the oral history has not his-
torically been a major preoccupation and collection item for the Li-
brary of Congress, but it has become so because of the Veterans 
History Project, first of all, which is done in the Archive of Amer-
ican Folklife, which is an important part of our collection created 
by a Federal act of Congress. This was a mandate from both 
Houses by unanimous vote. 

The Civil Rights Project, which is to interview surviving mem-
bers of the civil rights movement, is also progressing in the Archive 
of American Folklife and will be an important resource in addition 
to the 11 million items already there in American history. This is 
by far the biggest archive on this subject. 

We have a very substantial civil rights collection, from Frederick 
Douglass to Thurgood Marshall’s papers, in the Library. So there 
is the combination of a base of analog material and the manu-
scripts that are the biggest, most heavily used collections in the 
manuscript section. Across the Library, the oral history and Civil 
Rights Project is moving ahead. 

We already have the only oral history ever of former slaves, 
which was conducted pre-World War II, which is a priceless collec-
tion and widely disseminated and widely available. 

Mr. DIZARD. I can briefly talk about the Veterans History Project. 
We are at about 80,000 collections now. We get about 125 collec-
tions a week. We have about 11,000 online. And for fiscal 2012 we 
will be concentrating on the Korean War and women veterans; and 
then we have also a very good, robust project with military chap-
lains as an emphasis. 

And on the Civil Rights Oral History Project, we have completed 
the survey of institutions around the country that have civil rights 
oral history collections, about 1,500 collections at 600 institutions. 
The Smithsonian has begun the first part of their interview proc-
ess; and we are jointly, with the Smithsonian, developing a collec-
tions management plan. Good progress on that. 
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COPYRIGHT SMALL CLAIMS PROCEDURE POLICY INITIATIVE

And I think we wanted to recognize the Register on the small 
claims court issue. 

Ms. PALLANTE. Mr. Bishop, the small claims procedure policy ini-
tiative I think is an example of how we, on the one hand, meet our 
day-to-day activities as an institution and, on the other hand, are 
always focused on the mission. So that initiative is being done in 
support of the Judiciary Committee of the House under Chairman 
Smith and Ranking Member Conyers. 

And really the main reason is because copyright is useless unless 
one can enforce their copyright. We know that litigation costs are 
going up; and we also know that the system is supposed to serve 
both book authors, songwriters, and photographers on this end of 
the spectrum and major motion picture and software companies on 
this end. So the small claims procedure, as you identified, is meant 
to really help those at the lower end in support of our Nation’s cul-
ture.

Mr. BISHOP. How is it progressing? 
Ms. PALLANTE. It is right on track; and it will be delivered in 

about a year-and-a-half, a nationwide effort. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
We have one final question from Mr. Price. 
Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good morning. Glad to see you, Dr. Billington. 

OVERSEAS OFFICES AND DOCUMENTATION OF ARAB SPRING

I have a question having to do with your overseas operations. 
You are well acquainted with the House Democracy Partnership, 
which Congressman David Dreier and I have led on a bipartisan 
basis for the past 5 years, and you are well aware that we have 
worked with the library and with the CRS in offering consultation 
services and support to parliaments in emerging democracies to 
strengthen their information resources, their libraries. In fact, your 
office in Jakarta was an important consultant to the parliament in 
East Timor as we worked with them to give to them for the first 
time a research capacity. So we appreciate the role of the overseas 
offices.

One thing that struck us on our visits to Jakarta was the exten-
sive collection efforts that are underway in that country. Unconven-
tional collection efforts, that probably cannot be realized without 
some kind of presence of that sort in the country, pamphlets, peri-
odical literature, the documentation of social and political move-
ments that will be invaluable in the future. And, it is hard to imag-
ine that material being collected in any other way. 

I wonder if you are in a position—or to what extent you are in 
a position to do similar work on the various components of the 
Arab Spring. To what extent do you have a presence there, an ef-
fort underway there? And how does your budget affect all this? 
What has been the impact of the budget constraints on operations 
like Jakarta and the kind of new operations that one might imag-
ine your being involved in? 

Dr. BILLINGTON. We have had to reduce the acquisitions budget 
between 7 and 13 percent, which impacts these various overseas of-
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fices’ ability to collect. This does affect our depth of new acquisi-
tions. These offices are always headed up by an American, but they 
have very expert, linguistically diverse local employees who are on 
the ground collecting ephemera—ephemera is what we call it tech-
nically, but these are the pamphlets, the unusual publications, and 
the placards, the information resources which are so dynamic now. 

Our Cairo office is headed by a really magnificent young fluent 
Arab speaker with an Egyptian wife who is acquiring tremendous 
material.

Mr. PRICE. What is the extent of that operation in Cairo and to 
what extent does it cover Tunisia or other countries? 

Dr. BILLINGTON. It collects throughout the Arab world. 

HISTORY OF ARAB AND ISLAMIC SCIENCE ON WORLD DIGITAL LIBRARY

We have also useful information on this part of the world on our 
privately funded World Digital Library, which is putting online the 
history of Arab and Islamic science, which was for five or six cen-
turies the best in the world, areas like astronomy and medicine 
and so forth, something the authoritarian regimes in the Arab 
world have not shared with their own people. 

But we are putting this information online, and we are getting 
tremendously fascinating material from the National Library of 
Egypt, as well as the library in Alexandria, the National Library 
of Iraq, and other libraries throughout the Arab world. The King 
Abdullah University in Saudi Arabia has set up a program, which 
we have had a considerable hand in developing, because we are col-
lecting from a variety of places. Also, the British library and other 
European libraries have provided priceless documents. So we are 
reuniting all of this; and the Cairo office is playing a major role in 
gathering the material. 

You mentioned Indonesia. The Indonesian example is particu-
larly striking because information and knowledge is recorded there 
in all kinds of media, even palm leaves. So we collect in the wide 
variety of ways in which people are expressing themselves. 

And in the Arab world we have a very vigorous presence. Arabic 
is one of the languages of our World Digital Library, which is an 
extension of our National Digital Library. It has online 17 million 
items of American history and culture, and it is the same metadata 
system which we have set up so that anybody who can access the 
Arab material will also discover very easily and internally, within 
the same system, the American material. 

LOCAL ACQUISITIONS CAPACITY ABROAD

So it is a two-way street, and it is very dynamic. And the over-
seas offices are really important not just to the Library of Con-
gress, not just to the Congress, but to the United States of Amer-
ica, in getting material that can help us understand these very 
fast-moving, very dynamic areas, which are heavily employed with 
the social media. Because of the overseas presence we are able to 
learn more about and help the American community broadly under-
stand what is happening. 

Our collection of ephemera in Russia—we do not have an office 
there—but it has been extraordinary. And the ephemera and the 
new media have played a role there. 
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We also have a substantial online collection from Brazil, our 
most dynamic partner in the Western Hemisphere. But that collec-
tion was privately funded, not funded through the appropriations. 

The offices around the world are tremendously important for ac-
quisitions, and acquisitions in a variety of formats may be the most 
important ways of finding out what people are really thinking. So 
really this is an area where we cannot afford to decrease. 

I am very happy to be supportive of and provide research backup 
for the democratization project. And the genuine striving of the 
new people. We are providing things to the dynamic young people 
who are entering for the first time the stage at which they can help 
make history and make changes, and to get what they say to us. 
The communications that these local offices can take advantage of 
in these communities is really invaluable. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you so much, Dr. Billington. I know I 
have some more questions that I will submit for the record. I am 
sure other members do, too. But I want to thank you for being here 
today and giving us your testimony. Thank you for bringing your 
staff members. Congratulations to all those that are new to leader-
ship positions. We look forward to continuing to work with you. 

Dr. BILLINGTON. Thank you, Chairman Crenshaw, and others. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chairman, I thought maybe they could send us 
a one-pager on a response to that question folded into the Internet 
and how the effort of getting information from the Internet relates 
to this question. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. That would be great. I am sure they would be 
happy to do that. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The information is included in the questions for 
the record.] 

[Questions for the record submitted by Chairman Crenshaw fol-
low:]
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[Questions submitted for the record by Ranking Member Honda 
follow:]
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2012. 

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

WITNESS

GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

MR. CRENSHAW’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. CRENSHAW. We are going to hear from the Government Ac-
countability Office next. 

I want to welcome Comptroller General Mr. Dodaro. 
Your budget request this year is for $526 million. That is $15 

million more than 2012. And I think everybody knows the GAO is 
considered our investigative arm. They are the folks that keep an 
eye on Congress. They are tasked with improving government per-
formance, accountability, and transparency. 

In fiscal year 2011, the GAO estimates that for every $1 invested 
in the GAO, the Federal Government received a return on that in-
vestment of $81. And as I said last year, I am tempted to appro-
priate $1 billion to the GAO, or if we appropriate $10 billion we 
get almost a trillion dollars in savings. 

Mrs. EMERSON. That should be an easy way to balance the budg-
et, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. As you all know, it is not quite that easy. 
But they do a great job. We are trying to be better stewards of 

the taxpayers’ dollars, and they are helping us do that. So I want 
to welcome them. 

I would like to recognize Ranking Member Mr. Honda if he has 
any opening remarks. 

Mr. HONDA. No, just welcome, and I will save my remarks for the 
questions I do have. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. If you would just make some brief opening re-
marks, we will insert your formal statement into the record. 

[Prepared statement of Gene Dodaro follows:] 
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MR. DODARO’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. DODARO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Good morn-
ing to you, Ranking Member Honda, Congresswoman Emerson, 
Congressman Price, Congressman Bishop. It is nice to be back here 
again.

We, as the investigative arm of the Congress and also as the 
auditor of the Federal Government’s financial statements, know 
full well the seriousness of the Federal Government’s financial situ-
ation. We believe we need to do our part to reduce our costs, and 
we have worked hard over the last 2 years to do that. 

We are down over 8 percent from where we were in 2010. That 
is a reduction of over $45 million. We have taken a zero-based ap-
proach and gone through our budget line item by line item and 
have made a lot of reductions. 

But we have also had to control our hiring to live within that 
limit. As a result, we have not been able to replace people as they 
have been leaving the agency. This is a concern to me as it affects 
the future of the organization. 

Our staffing level right now is 11 percent below our 2010 level; 
and, in fact, it is the lowest level of GAO staffing since 1935. As 
we know, our government today is different than it was in 1935, 
and it is more complex in size and scope. I think at our current 
staffing level we are missing opportunities to help identify addi-
tional cost savings and revenue enhancement opportunities for the 
Congress to help deal with the Federal Government’s serious finan-
cial situation. 

I recognize the limitations you are operating under. We have re-
quested a modest increase of 2.9 percent to partially restore some 
of our staff. The requested funding would go to people, not other 
purposes, to make sure that we can maximize the investment in 
the GAO. 

And while you mentioned the $81 for every $1 returned to GAO, 
that is below our 4-year average, which was $91 for every $1. I 
think we can help the Congress. I think we are a good investment 
for the Congress, and our request is prudent. 

I think you will find our request responsible. I am happy to be 
here today to discuss the request with all of you. 

GAO’S ZERO-BASED BUDGET APPROACH

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much, and I am sure the mem-
bers have some questions. 

I want to ask you the same question that I am going to ask all 
agencies, and that is, when you recognize the fact, as you point out, 
that you have got less money than you had the year before, and 
actually less money than the year before that, I would like you to 
tell us how you handle that. What goes through your planning 
process when you recognize you had less money? 

But also, in conjunction with this whole concept of zero-based 
budgeting, where I would like to hear your attitude toward that. 
Has that helped you identify any additional efficiencies? Is that a 
good exercise to go through? 

On one hand, you were just told you have less money than you 
had last year, like we said, because it was a convoluted year, so 
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you have to deal with that. Then you look forward and you can go 
through this zero base. And when you combine those two, tell us 
a little bit about how that impacts your ability to be more efficient. 

For instance, last year I know we talked about when you get 
asked by a lot of people for a lot of different things, and I would 
imagine that some reports are more worthwhile than others, and 
there is a certain sense of priority you have to deal with. So how 
does all that fit in with the fact that you got less money and then 
you also know that as you look forward you are going to try to 
build a budget from ground zero? 

Mr. DODARO. That is an excellent question. I am happy to talk 
about that. 

First, 81 percent of our budget are people costs or staff costs. We 
are a very people-intensive organization. The first thing we did 
back in 2010 seeing this coming, was to scale back on our hiring. 
We hired 100 less people than we planned to that year. Over the 
last couple of years we have only been hiring a few essential people 
to fill critical positions. 

We offered early outs and buyouts and about 40 people accepted 
the offer. We had to get our labor costs down to live with the allo-
cations.

Then we took the zero-based approach. David Fisher, who is with 
me, is our Chief Administrative Officer and Chief Financial Officer. 
He led that effort and did a marvelous job. 

We went through every line item, and we identified a wide range 
of savings. We stopped some IT systems that no longer seemed to 
be prudent. We looked at the contractor-employee ratio for our sup-
port services and let go over 80 contract staff. 

We closed our libraries in our headquarters building and now are 
reallocating that space. We are seeking another tenant to occupy 
the space to increase our rental income. 

We also tapped the experience of our people. Our people are ex-
perts at finding savings everywhere else. So we posted a request 
on our Web site for them to identify cost savings opportunities. We 
got over 500 suggestions from our employees, one of which was to 
move our Personnel Appeals Board, which is an independent orga-
nization where employees can go for personnel matters, from leased 
space outside the GAO building to inside the GAO building. That 
will save us $250,000 in rental costs. 

And there were a lot of little things. We closed one entrance to 
the garage that saved us a half-million dollars a year because we 
no longer needed guards there. I could go on and on. But we 
scrubbed everything, turned our analytics on ourselves, and it had 
great effect. David did a terrific job. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. So it has been positive. 
Mr. DODARO. Definitely. It has been very good, and we have iden-

tified some things we are still working on. 
For example, we are going to try to reduce our rental costs fur-

ther in our field locations by up to 40 percent by experimenting 
with telework pilots to let people use more flexible work arrange-
ments.

As it relates to request priorities, I am making an effort to meet 
every chair and ranking member of all the standing committees of 
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the Congress. I have had over 100 meetings so far. I am not quite 
through. It is tough getting to meet with everybody. 

At those meetings we talk about what kind of feedback they have 
for me on GAO’s work, and whether we are meeting their needs. 
And I make an opportunity—take that opportunity, rather, to ask 
them to make sure we know what their priorities are for work 
going forward. I am finding this to be very encouraging, that the 
committee leaders understand our situation and are willing to work 
with us. And I think with our requests we can continue to meet 
the high priority needs of the Congress. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Great. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Honda. 

MANAGING GAO’S WORKLOAD

Mr. HONDA. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And wel-
come.

So you answered a couple of my questions like, what you are 
doing with the committee chairs? And what I hear you saying is 
you are asking them for their priorities. I translate that to mean 
according to your priorities being able to adjust your workforce to 
meet your needs. But in the milieu of the other committees there 
is going to be some give and take. Are they hearing that? 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. We also set up a process to have each com-
mittee consult with us earlier as they consider potential statutory 
requirements for GAO. And we are also, Congressman Honda, try-
ing to work with them to merge requests from different committees 
to do a body of work to meet multiple committee needs. And that 
is working very well. 

Mr. HONDA. Is that your pilot program or—— 
Mr. DODARO. No. We did not need to pilot that. I was comfortable 

with proceeding. The pilots are for telework in our field locations. 

EFFECT OF A SEQUESTRATION

Mr. HONDA. As a result of the cuts that we have imposed and 
the sequestration that we are facing, what would be that impact 
on our committees and your work? And given that we get $81 for 
every $1 we invest, the question of how can you find money and 
save it? I guess the other question, flip side of the question would 
be, how much would you need more of in order to generate more 
revenue down the stream and looking at the same kind of thing but 
maybe investing a little bit more so that we can get more out at 
the end? Would you talk about that? 

Mr. DODARO. First, sequestration is basically a cut to whatever 
the appropriation would be for 2013, not from a prior year base. 

Mr. HONDA. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. If we don’t receive what we are requesting or if 

there is a further reduction, we will have to further reduce our 
staff. We will continue to look for administrative cost savings, but 
since staff costs are 81 percent of our total cost, we won’t be able 
to do anything other than reduce our staff either by continued at-
trition and not replacing people, or by potential reduction-in-force 
or furlough. 
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MAXIMIZING GAO’S RETURN ON INVESTMENT

Now, in terms of maximizing our return on the investment, we 
believe our request does that. It adds some additional people to the 
GAO. We would still be well below our 2010 level, but we think we 
can maximize the return on the investment to the Congress. And, 
you can’t absorb a lot of new people in a year, so we think this is 
a reasonable approach to maximize our investment to Congress. 

Mr. HONDA. Just very quickly, though, dynamically, sometimes 
we may have to put more up front, you know, to get more down-
stream.

Mr. DODARO. Right. 
Mr. HONDA. Rather than a cut in the budget, making an invest-

ment, knowing that we will get it back in tenfolds. 
Mr. DODARO. Right. 
Mr. HONDA. Will you talk about that, or—— 
Mr. DODARO. If Congress gets an investment back at GAO—— 
Mr. HONDA. I know, but you are thinking of staying below the 

budget line, but I am saying in order to increase, it should be be-
yond that. 

Mr. DODARO. Our request is an increase of 2.9 percent that 
would allow us to have our staffing level at about 3,100 people. If 
we don’t get the requested increase, our staffing level will be below 
3,000, around 29-something. Our requested increase will produce 
dividends right away, and provide the resources to identify billions 
of dollars in other savings opportunities or revenue enhancements 
for the government. 

Now, importantly, though, Congressman, this is also a long-term 
investment for the Congress because we are facing tremendous suc-
cession planning challenges. Forty percent of our senior executives 
are eligible to retire. They are beginning to retire at a higher rate 
than our senior managers. We need to replace the workforce. 

Coming off Super Bowl weekend, my football analogy would be 
like a college football coach, where you don’t bring in any freshman 
or sophomore classes, and your seniors are about ready to leave, 
and you are looking at the juniors and saying, well, you guys better 
work hard. I think it is important for the long-term health of the 
Congress to have a viable and vital GAO, and we can’t do that if 
we are stagnant over a number of years in hiring. 

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mrs. Emerson. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

GAO RECRUITING TIED TO BUDGET

So I understand the issues that you have, but then you also said 
in your brief comments that you haven’t been able to replace some 
of those folks who might have left early, who took a buyout or what 
have you. Is that not due to money, but rather due to the fact that 
it is hard to recruit people? 

Mr. DODARO. No, we have no problem recruiting people. 
Mrs. EMERSON. No problem recruiting people even despite the 

fact that you halted in student loan repayments and everything. 
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Mr. DODARO. Well, we haven’t started recruiting again since we 
halted the student loan re-payment program this first year, and 
our budget request includes resurfacing that program again next 
year. It has been an excellent retention tool, and it has helped us 
in recruiting. But by and large, we have no problem getting highly 
qualified candidates at all levels in the organization. 

Mrs. EMERSON. That is good. 
Mr. DODARO. So it is not a problem for us. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Okay. 
Mr. DODARO. It is really limited to the amount of money in-

volved.
Mrs. EMERSON. Okay. I wasn’t sure which way I heard it. Every-

thing always comes back to money, doesn’t it, unfortunately. 
Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON. But you all do do an excellent job, and I don’t 

know what we would do without you. And obviously it is important 
for us to begin living better within our means. 

Mr. DODARO. I know. 
Mrs. EMERSON. So doing more with less is always a hard thing 

to do. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF GAO RECOMMENDATIONS

Let me ask you a policy type of question, if I might, Mr. Chair-
man. Obviously, while some agencies and departments in the gov-
ernment are shrinking, you know, moderately or in some cases a 
tiny bit, we have a proliferation of new agencies coming about. And 
I know that you all annually produce that high-risk series, if you 
will, highlighting broad areas where reform is needed. 

I wonder are there areas of government where you—who are par-
ticularly unresponsive to you all and, you know, a high-risk area 
for lack of transparency? And if that is the case, who? 

Mr. DODARO. We routinely track implementation of our rec-
ommendations.

Mrs. EMERSON. Yes. 
Mr. DODARO. And on the whole, over 80 percent of our rec-

ommendations are implemented within a 4-year period of time. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Is that what the average is, 4 years? 
Mr. DODARO. That is the average across the agencies. I would 

have to go back and check the specifics by department, because we 
usually don’t do that. I also make an effort like I am meeting with 
committee leaders to meet with all of the top officials of the agen-
cies.

Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. And on the high-risk areas now we have meetings 

with the top people at OMB and in agencies. I personally partici-
pate in every one of those meetings—to make sure that we do ev-
erything we can and suggest ways that they can get off that list 
and improve their operations. 

DETERMINING HIGH RISK AREAS

Mrs. EMERSON. So what would be some of the categories that 
would put one in a high risk. 

Mr. DODARO. There are two broad categories. One is fraud, 
waste, and abuse. 
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Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. That category includes the Medicare and Medicaid 

programs.
Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. Both programs combined have over $50 billion in 

improper payments a year, a lot of exploitation of the programs. 
There is another category of areas that are in need of broad- 

based transformation, including the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, the Postal Service’s financial condition, a lot of Defense 
business operations, and contract management at NASA and the 
Energy Department. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Yes. 
Mr. DODARO. We have 30 areas in total on the list. 

REPORTING GOVERNMENT OVERLAP AND DUPLICATION

We also now have a statutory requirement to produce a report 
on overlap and duplication across government every year. Our cur-
rent report addresses some of your questions about new programs 
and whether they are overlapping or creating fragmentation by de-
partments.

Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. We issued our first report last year and our second 

annual report will be out at the end of this month. We highlighted 
81 areas across the Federal Government—half of those were sub-
ject to overlap duplication, or fragmentation. The other half are 
areas with potential cost savings or revenue enhancements. The 
IRS has just come out with a recent estimate of the tax gap, which 
was $385 billion in 2006. Compliance stayed pretty flat, but the in-
comes driving tax revenue are rising as well. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Yeah. I mean, it just seems in some cases we 
pass laws, and they are well meaning and well intentioned on the 
one hand. On the other hand the implementation of it is something 
else. But in one particular instance, and I don’t want to be specific 
here, a law that recently passed required the creation of several lit-
tle, bitty agencies within another agency, or bureaus. And all of 
those functions already currently existed at that agency. Are those 
the types of things that you are looking at, because why would you 
create a new agency? If you already have that capability, you just 
transform what you have—— 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON [continuing]. As opposed to have duplicates. 
Mr. DODARO. Yes, we are looking at that both within agencies 

and across agencies. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. And typically what we find is there are a lot of 

problems across agencies. Last year we found 82 programs that ei-
ther focused specifically on improving teacher quality, or it was an 
allowable expense, but in ten different Federal agencies. Nobody 
had a list of them or was managing them across departments and 
agencies.

We found the same thing in employment training programs; pro-
grams to improve science, technology, engineering, and math; and 
housing programs. We are raising these issues for Congress’ consid-
eration and are having some discussions on it. 
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Mrs. EMERSON. And the sad thing is, and I know my colleagues 
will forgive me since I am not talking about us specifically, but you 
do start getting into ego, territorial issues, and I think half the 
time those are the reasons that we are not capable of helping agen-
cies along and/or committees of our own in being able to become 
more efficient. 

Mr. DODARO. I consider that a comment, not a question. 
Mrs. EMERSON. That was a very diplomatic way of making a 

comment.
Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DODARO. Thank you, Congresswoman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Price. 

SUSPENSION OF STUDENT LOAN REPAYMENTS

Mr. PRICE. Welcome. I am happy to have you and your manage-
ment team here. You have put a rather positive interpretation on 
some of the consolidation and reforms that you have undertaken in 
terms of your budgeting, your personnel, and so forth. I do think 
your agency is a good example of agencies in government where it 
is entirely possible, may be even likely, that sometimes we are 
penny wise and pound foolish. Staff consolidation and staff attri-
tion that occurred results in studies not done, analyses not avail-
able, information not there to be acted upon by the Congress and 
by other users of the studies that you produce. 

So I want to ask you in a more pointed way to talk about these 
head counts and, in particular, what the effect of suspending your 
student loan repayment program has been. On the face of it, I un-
derstand why, given the unpalatable choices you faced, this was 
something you did as opposed to reductions in force directly. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mr. PRICE. On the other hand, that is an extremely important 

tool for retaining quality people. We know that, and I think it is 
well known across government. You are going to need not just 
manpower and womanpower, but you are going to need high-qual-
ity people. Recruiting people right out of college or wherever is one 
thing, but to retaining them and bring them along is quite another. 
I would think that this is a very defensible item in your budget, 
although you are proposing only a partial reinstatement, as I read 
it.

Mr. DODARO. That is correct. 
Mr. PRICE. Your fiscal 2010 student loan repayment was, $3.1 

million. That was cut virtually in half in fiscal 2011. It has now 
been zero this year, and you are proposing to bring it back at a 
$2.2 million level. 

I would like to know what the rationale is for that; what the im-
pact has been, is, and will be of this kind of under duress; and 
what you have done here with student loan repayment. 

And then more generally, if you could just reflect on these head 
counts. You had a change of 216 lost positions in fiscal 2011, and 
then you lost an additional 149 positions in fiscal 2012, or you an-
ticipate that. You are requesting enough to bring the head count 
back to 3,100 with a gain of 115 from this year’s level for 2013. 
There again, that is a partial reinstatement. I don’t know what 
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kind of functions are lost by virtue of all of this uncertainty and 
all of this instability in your ability to hire and retain. 

So you can answer here this morning, if you will, these questions 
and then I would imagine you might want to furnish more detailed 
information for the record. 

Mr. DODARO. Sure. I would be happy to. I will ask David Fisher 
to provide a little bit of additional information. On the student loan 
repayment, if someone received a repayment in a prior year, they 
made a 3-year commitment to stay with the agency, or they had 
to repay the amount of money. It is not a year-by-year commitment 
on their part. This is the first year that we have not funded the 
program. We are one of the few agencies in the Federal Govern-
ment that actually budgets for the program and has used it. 

Now, going forward with the partial reinstatement, in the last 
couple of years, as you point out, we haven’t brought in any addi-
tional people at the entry level and some of the people are beyond 
their 3-year commitment, so we are trying to size it to the potential 
population of people that we would provide the student loan repay-
ments to. Now, I will ask David to explain that. 

But on the consequences of low GAO head count, there are 
things that we are not able to get to as quickly as the Congress 
would like us to and there are a lot of things that go unevaluated. 

One of the things that, as I mentioned to Congresswoman Emer-
son, we are looking at is overlap and duplication. What we are 
finding is not only a lot of programs with overlap and duplication, 
but a lot of them haven’t been evaluated by the agencies or any-
body. That is one of the things I think we could do that would— 
with these additional people—be a great service to the Congress. 
My priority will be to try to evaluate programs that haven’t been 
evaluated. Also, to drive down what is now estimated to be over 
$100 billion of improper payments that go out, and to help make 
contributions in reducing the tax gap down from the $385 billion 
level.

Mr. PRICE. That is what I mean by penny wise and pound fool-
ish. We can’t act on these things that we don’t know about. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes, that is why I made the request that I did by 
asking for an increase in the staffing, because I think it will yield 
benefits to the Congress and billions of dollars in savings elsewhere 
in the Federal government or revenue enhancements. 

David, you might want to talk about student loans. 

GAO’S BUDGET DECISION STRATEGY

Mr. FISHER. Sure. As we looked at, and I think as the Chairman 
talked about, with the zero-based approach we looked at how we 
could reduce costs to get to our fiscal year 2012 reduction. Gene es-
tablished two main priorities as our guiding principles to go 
through that effort. The first was to minimize the impact on our 
ability to fulfill the mission of the Congress, and second was to 
minimize the impact on our people. We used those two guiding 
principles as we went through the zero-based budgeting exercise to 
try to figure out how can we hit that number while minimizing the 
impact on those two main priorities. 

For example, avoiding layoffs and furloughs, or closing an office 
and those kinds of things, which would have a dramatic impact not 
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only on our people, but also our ability to serve Congress and some 
of the chaos that would ensue as a result of that. We were looking 
for ways not to do those things. 

When we got to a program like student loan repayments, which 
is a very successful retention tool and is very highly prized in the 
organization, we felt that to not do some of the other things which 
could impact our guiding principles, as we were getting down to 
brass tacks on the final numbers and where do we cut, this was 
something that was put on the table. We actually talked about it 
with our union, and the union was with us. Of course, the execu-
tive committee and Gene make those decisions, but we wanted the 
union’s input. We also wanted the staff’s input through the Website 
process. There was a sense that a 1-year termination of that pro-
gram in lieu of some of the other things that we would have to do 
to recoup a couple of million dollars was a worthwhile thing. We 
are clearly looking to put money back into that program next year. 

The same on the head count. We are looking to partially restore, 
as you indicated. As we put in our budget request, we would look 
to increase that in subsequent years and try to get our staffing 
level back to where we were a couple of years ago. But, there is 
also a practical matter of how many people you can hire and as-
similate in a single year. We actually felt both from a monetary 
standpoint of what is a reasonable request, as well as how many 
people could we actually absorb and bring in through the recruiting 
process, including the initial training. The reduction has been so 
significant over the 2-year period that we didn’t think that we 
could actually physically do that all in 1 year. 

So we saw this staffing growth, as I think we highlighted in our 
request as a 2-year effort, to partially restore some this year and 
then ideally restore the balance in the subsequent year. 

Mr. PRICE. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me just commend you for your diligence and effectiveness in 

identifying ways as well as involving the unions and all of the em-
ployees in helping the Federal government to save money. You 
have done a tremendous job, having been asked to do more with 
less, clearly. 

But I kind of want to explore, as Mr. Price was the impact of the 
cuts in personnel, particularly in your ability to provide the serv-
ices that have come to be expected by Members of Congress. You 
talked about having had meetings with the ranking members, and 
the chairs of the various committees and subcommittees. What 
about of the rank-and-file Members who have historically made re-
quests for information and brought matters to your attention for 
GAO review. What is the impact on those requests? You said you 
had established priorities, and I assume that the leadership of the 
various committees really constitute the first priority. 

As you have indicated, you also are losing strength in terms of 
your being able to recruit and to retain personnel because of senior 
staff moving out. How has this impacted your ability or your re-
cruitment efforts, particularly your affirmative action and equal op-
portunity efforts in terms of recruiting at Historically Black Col-



80

leges and universities, promotion, and retention? How is all of this 
affecting your EEO stats? 

Furthermore, you have a very, very highly acclaimed training 
program for your new recruits that lasts a couple of years. Within 
the Federal Government, it is supposed to be one of the best that 
exists. How have these cuts impacted that training program? Be-
sides not having as many people to train—— 

Mr. DODARO. Right. 
Mr. BISHOP. Have you had to shorten it, or is it of the same qual-

ity? Do these budget cuts that we are doing really impact it? 
I was very heartened to hear that on the Senate side, some of 

the more conservative Senators had really expressed very, very 
strong concerns that you, with the particular function that you 
have as an agency, were being required to cut, when you were giv-
ing us cost savings. 

WORKING WITH CONGRESS TO SET GAO’S PRIORITIES

Mr. DODARO. Very good. First, with regard to priorities, we have 
three priorities that are in our congressional protocols that we ne-
gotiated with the Congress. First are requests for GAO work that 
are in statutory mandates and in the law, or in committee or con-
ference reports. That is priority one. Priority two, a request from 
chair and ranking members. We treat both the same, with our non-
partisan status. And third are requests from individual Members 
of Congress. 

We haven’t had enough resources to get to the third priority for 
a number of years, Congressman. We used to be an organization 
of over 5,000 people. If an individual Member of Congress wants 
us to do some work, they have to get a committee to sponsor that 
work. Or if it is a legal question, or a real serious kind of matter, 
then we can consider trying to figure out if we can do that. But by 
and large, most member requests have to get a committee to spon-
sor the request either through a letter of request or in a committee 
or conference report. 

So right now, we are backed up and no longer meeting the re-
quests from the committee leadership. We routinely receive over 
900 requests a year for our help, and we are trying to work with 
priorities setting to manage it. We used to be able to get to new 
requests more promptly than we are able to do it now, although we 
try to do it as fast as possible. 

But the one thing I will not sacrifice is the quality of our work, 
and it is really important to our integrity. It is important to our 
ability to serve the Congress properly, and so we are not going to 
sacrifice that. 

MINORITY HIRING

Now, with respect to the EEO profile, over 30 percent of our or-
ganization are minorities; 57 percent are women. So we have a 
very good profile in the agency. There are a couple of categories, 
Hispanics in particular, and people that are, disabled, that we are 
short on. So we are working on those within our limit. 

Now, we haven’t hired a lot of people at all, and we have had 
people leave. I think the people that are leaving now, I will go back 
and double-check on this, are pretty much in proportion to the rep-
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resentation in the workforce. So I don’t think there is a dispropor-
tional effect on our profile in this area. 

It is a very important area for me. I believe GAO needs to reflect 
the profile of America and of the Congress, and so we work hard 
to make sure that we have a good program in this area. And we 
are very much focused on diversity and inclusion in our work; to 
get the most out of our people. 

NEW HIRE TRAINING

Now, on the training program, I will ask David to do this. You 
are right. We haven’t had as many people to train. We do have a 
professional development program that is a rigorous 2-year pro-
gram for people who come into our organization, and we are trying 
to keep that up and look for cheaper ways to provide training, such 
as on-line training, et cetera. 

GAO’S POSTAL SERVICE WORK

Mr. BISHOP. In response to Ms. Emerson, you mentioned the 
Postal Service and its operations. Can I just get you to quickly 
comment on the impact of the laws that we passed requiring them 
to pay their pensions, health care, and the like on their financial 
situation?

Mr. DODARO. We have done a recent report on that. It is a very 
technical area. I would be happy to furnish the report. I will get 
it to you today. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. DODARO. If you have questions, we would be happy to talk 

to you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you very much. 

FINANCIAL BENEFITS RESULTING FROM GAO WORK

We have two more agencies to hear from, but one thing I think 
we should all keep in mind, and we kid about this when we say 
we get an $81 return for every dollar we spend. Let us say we give 
you $10 billion, and then we get $800 billion back, and we reduce 
the deficit. 

I imagine one of your reports probably said there is a $385 bil-
lion tax gap. So one guy probably wrote that report. Now, if you 
had 10 guys like that, multiply 385 times 10, and you have got 10 
guys that found $1 trillion in terms of return on investment. 

So I think it is a little bit misleading, and I don’t know how you 
figure. If you said you used to get $91, I don’t know, if that means 
you had more people, it seems to me that would be in the reverse. 
If you had less people finding more savings, then you would get 
even bigger returns. So I am not so sure it is as simple as doubling 
your staff, then we would find twice as much savings. 

And the other side of that point is a lot of times you find savings 
for us, and guess what, I don’t think we get around to ever imple-
menting the savings. I mean, if you found out that we have a $386 
billion tax gap, we haven’t bothered to figure out a way to close 
that gap. Now, from time to time, people say we just hire more IRS 
agents, and then we close that gap. 
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But again, we appreciate very much what you are doing, because 
I don’t think there is any question that you do an incredible job of 
helping us do a better job ourselves. Sometimes we don’t follow the 
instructions that you give us, but we want you to keep on finding 
those savings and give us an opportunity to try to put them in 
place.

But having said that, unless anybody has an overriding com-
ment——

Mrs. EMERSON. I actually have an overriding question. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Go ahead. 

BACKGROUND OF GAO STAFF

Mrs. EMERSON. I have a very quick one, but I want to follow up 
to Mr. Bishop’s question with regard to the Postal Service, if I 
might.

When you evaluate the management structure, or the entire 
Postal Service, and obviously the management structure is a huge 
part of that, are the staff you have who make recommendations 
and/or evaluate, do those—are they—do they have specialized de-
grees in, you know, business administration and those sorts of 
things? Is that—— 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON. So they actually have had hands-on experience in 

the private sector, for example, revamping organizations? I mean, 
I am just curious. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. Well, first we do have people with technical 
skills. We have a chief actuary, for example, that looked at the pen-
sion question and actuarial assumptions. Some of the people, as I 
recall, working on that may not have private sector experience. 

Mrs. EMERSON. In a way—— 
Mr. DODARO. We do have people who have come from outside the 

organization.
We also do a lot of studies of best practices, like we studied post-

al operations in other countries. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. DODARO. We have done a lot of research, and we pride our-

selves as being objective and professional. So we do a lot of re-
search on that issue. And there is no question that the Postal Serv-
ice business model needs change. 

Mrs. EMERSON. No, I know, and having worked in the private 
sector before, just looking at how the management structure of it 
works, I mean, it is—you don’t even need an MBA to figure out 
how to fix it. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON. You know, I was just curious as to the qualifica-

tions of the staff. I mean, all the work you do is tremendous. I am 
not saying that. 

But when you get into the real nitty-gritty of trying to totally re-
vamp an entity, I am just curious about that. 

Mr. DODARO. I think collectively we have the requisite capabili-
ties and qualifications. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Thanks for all of your good work. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Honda has an overriding comment. 
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF INCREASED INVESTMENT

Mr. HONDA. Not to sound defensive, but the reason why I asked 
are there other areas that might be identified if we put a little bit 
more investment in this. When I was on the board of supervisors 
we asked the D.A. if he had a little bit more money—and this is 
a time when we had to cut; we are looking at a $30 million def-
icit—and he said if I had $300,000, I can generate $2 million with-
in 6 months. So he made that, and we saved, you know, the closure 
of Bill’s Ranch. We invested up front $3 million to create a back-
bone for our economy. Having done that, we paid that off within 
a couple of years and saved a lot of money in the future because 
we were able to consolidate and be more efficient. So that is the 
kind of things that I tell. 

On a personal basis, you know, I got a letter from the comp-
troller saying, hey, Mike, you have got $700 in Sacramento that 
you didn’t know you had because the banks had not communicated, 
or something like that. It is there for a couple of months, and then 
we are going to absorb it. So I can go after it, or I can leave it 
there.

So those are the kinds of things that sometimes we look at our 
situation, and we might be able to get at it with people like your-
self that can do that. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF GAO’S OVERLAP AND DUPLICATION
RECOMMENDATION

Mr. CRENSHAW. It may be a good study. What we should ask you 
to do is to, after you have identified all of the potential savings, 
how many of those savings do we ever get around to implementing, 
you know? Don’t take that as a formal request. 

Mr. DODARO. No, no, but actually on that point, on last year’s 
overlap and duplication work on the 81 areas—about 176 specific 
suggestions—we are going to provide a report card this year on 
how many—of the 81 were acted on, wholly or in part. 

Mrs. EMERSON. When will you be doing that? 
Mr. DODARO. Pardon me? 
Mrs. EMERSON. What month of this year? 
Mr. DODARO. End of this month. It will be February 28th. That 

report will be out along with a companion report on a number of 
new areas that we have identified. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Once again, thank you so much for all that you 
do, and thank you for being here today. 

Mr. DODARO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. We are going to take a 5-minute break while we 

get ready for the next two agencies. 
[Recess.]
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Crenshaw fol-

low:]
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2012. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WITNESS

DAVITA VANCE-COOKS, ACTING PUBLIC PRINTER, GOVERNMENT 
PRINTING OFFICE 

Mr. CRENSHAW. We will resume our hearing. We are going to 
hear from the Government Printing Office. I want to welcome our 
new Acting Public Printer, Davita Vance-Cooks. I had a chance to 
meet with her just a few minutes ago and welcome you here. 

In particular, your budget request that we are going to consider 
is $126 million, and that is the same thing that we appropriated 
last year. So I think we maybe should say congratulations. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. It is not many times that we hear people re-

questing the same amount as they requested or actually that they 
got the last year, because your budget was reduced last year. And 
who knows, maybe somebody is going to come here and actually 
ask us for less than they got last year. But we are moving in the 
right direction. 

Thank you so much for being here. We will put your full state-
ment in the record, and if you would like to make some opening 
remarks, the floor is yours. 

ACTING PUBLIC PRINTER’S OPENING REMARKS

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Honda, and members of 
the subcommittee, good morning, and thank you for inviting me 
here to discuss GPO’s appropriations for fiscal year 2013. In the in-
terest of time, as you have asked, I will briefly summarize my pre-
pared statement, which has been submitted for the record. 

The GPO’s request for fiscal year 2013 is for a total of $126.2 
million. This is, in fact, the same level of funding that we had for 
fiscal year 2012. Within that request we are proposing to shift 
funds away from conventional printing and distribution activities 
to an increased investment in digital information technologies and 
systems.

As a result of our cost-cutting actions and a projected decrease 
in congressional work, we are reducing our request for congres-
sional printing and binding funds by $7.1 million, which is about 
8 percent. Following the zero-based budget review, as directed by 
this subcommittee, we are requesting a slight reduction in our sala-
ries and expenses account. 

GPO’s strategic plan is based upon the goal of continuing a 
transformation into the Government’s digital information platform 
and the provider of secure credentials. Therefore, we want to take 
these reductions and apply them to our revolving fund, which 
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would then be used to fund the technological improvements that 
are needed for our digital information platform. 

In particular, the funds will be used for our Federal Digital Sys-
tem, which is called FDsys, that provides the public with on-line 
access to congressional and other information. We also want to 
apply the funds to our ongoing development of GPO’s Composition 
System Replacement Project, which we use for producing congres-
sional documents. This time we want to use extensible markup lan-
guage, or XML. 

Last year this subcommittee gave us a very clear message, and 
that message was: To reduce the cost of operations and improve 
our technology. Following that direction, to reduce the cost of oper-
ations, we ran a buyout, and that buyout resulted in the reduction 
of approximately 250 positions and generated millions in savings. 
We also ran the first-ever survey of congressional offices on their 
printing needs, and this also resulted in cutting hundreds of copies 
of the Congressional Record. We are also expanding the amount of 
space that we are making available in our buildings to other agen-
cies to reduce our costs. 

At the same time, we are also seeking to improve our technology. 
We introduced GPO’s first mobile app, the Mobile Member Guide, 
and we supported the Library of Congress’ development of an app 
for the Congressional Record. 

We partnered with the National Archives and Records Adminis-
tration to put the Watergate grand jury records onto FDsys, as well 
as Air Force One recordings following the Kennedy assassination. 
Both of these offerings attracted significant public interest and gen-
erated hundreds of thousands of visits to FDsys. 

We are producing ebooks with Google. We are developing our 
own ebook capability internally. We have even embraced social 
media with the launch of our Facebook page. We are expanding the 
marketing of our secure credentials. In fact, it was GPO that de-
signed, printed, and manufactured the FBI special-events creden-
tial that was used by public safety personnel during the Super 
Bowl this past Sunday. And this is what it looked like, and I sin-
cerely hope your team won. This is the secure part of the credential 
that we designed, produced, and manufactured, and this is what 
the credential actually looks like. 

Mr. BISHOP. So it has got a computer chip in it? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I can’t really talk in public about all the cre-

dential’s features, but would you like to take a look at it? 
In conclusion, our aim is to reshape the GPO as the Govern-

ment’s digital information platform by making it more cost-effec-
tive, more efficient, and much more responsive. Two years ago our 
appropriations were approximately 15 percent higher than they are 
today. Our plan is to move the GPO forward with a funding level 
in fiscal year 2013 that is equivalent to what it is today. 

So, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Honda, and members of the sub-
committee, this concludes my opening remarks, and I would be 
pleased to answer any questions that you may have. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Davita Vance-Cooks follows:] 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SURVEY

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much for those words. I was 
going to ask you, like I have asked the other agencies, when you 
received a reduction last year, how did you do with that, and how 
did you put your budget together from a zero base. But I think you 
have outlined very succinctly how you did that. It is a real model 
for all of the agencies to recognize that these are difficult times, we 
have got to be more efficient, we have got to be more effective, and 
I think that is exactly what you have outlined to us. So thank you 
for that. 

Maybe just one question that I have. When you talked about the 
app, and you talked about the Congressional Record questionnaire, 
talk a little bit more about how is that going? Are people using that 
app? Because when you sent out the questionnaire saying, do you 
want to keep receiving the Congressional Record, especially when 
now you can read it on line now that you have your own app, do 
you have the statistics in terms of how many people actually re-
sponded to that questionnaire about the Congressional Record and 
what the responses were. Can you assess how much people are 
using that? I don’t know if you can really tell, but, more impor-
tantly, how the Members do in their part of responding to the ques-
tionnaire, and what were their responses? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. The Congressional Record survey initially 
elicited a 50 percent response rate. We then set up a website con-
gressional offices can use to change their print needs, and then we 
followed up with cold calls. As a result we had about an 18 percent 
reduction in the number of Records printed for Congress, the larg-
est percentage reduction in print volume annually since we first 
went online with the Record. So we went from about 3,600 or some-
thing like that to 2,900; about 668 copies that we no longer 
produce. The savings is about $346,000. 

In terms of how the new Congressional Record app is doing, you 
would have to ask the Library of Congress, because we just provide 
the data to them, and they upload it to their app. But I will be 
happy to provide information on our experience with the online 
Record and the survey we ran. 

[The information follows:] 
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SURVEY FOLLOWUP

Mr. CRENSHAW. You know, it is amazing, after a questionnaire 
and two follow-up calls, you still only have half of the Members re-
sponding, and based on that response, we saved $350,000. You 
would think if the other 50 percent of the people respond, in kind 
of a similar way, we would save another $350,000. We ought to fig-
ure out a way to do that questionnaire again and see if we can’t 
get a better response. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. It is not that hard just to answer probably a sim-

ple question: Would you like to keep receiving copies of the Con-
gressional Record, or would you not? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. We would be happy to do that. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. We will figure out something. Maybe we will get 

together and talk about how that took place, the ball is in our court 
to tell you when to do that again. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Okay. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Honda, do you have a question? 
Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Welcome.
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 

DOCUMENTS IN XML FORMAT

Mr. HONDA. The GPO has been an integral part of the House of 
Representatives’ ongoing effort to increase access to documents for 
the public. And one of the efforts that has been highlighted is a 
need to make documents available to the public in the XML format. 

I have got a couple of questions. XML, what does that mean? 
How does that format allow access to the public and further ad-
vanced access for research efforts? And then I guess the question 
would be, why XML, or is XML more transparent in terms of for, 
you know, searchable materials, such as the PDF that we used to 
have?

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. XML, as you know, is designed to store and 
transport information across the Web. The important part about 
XML is that it allows us to repurpose the data. We can reuse it. 
It is almost what you would call something that allows us to have 
a rich data set. From that rich data set, we can do so many things. 
We can create ebooks, and we can have mobile apps, and so on and 
so forth. So that is why XML is very important. 

XML is already being used by the House to prepare bills through 
the House Office of Legislative Counsel. Some House committees, 
including some appropriations subcommittees and the House Com-
mittee on Rules are using XML in preparing reports and docu-
ments.

Mr. HONDA. So it is a technique of scanning the literature to see 
if there is any information relative to the same thing that you want 
to write in terms of bills. What does XML stand for? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Extensible markup language. 
The reason why we are interested in XML is because right now 

we have a composition system that we use to compose your docu-
ments that is not XML-based. And our composition system is al-
most 30 years old, and it is very challenging to maintain. It is also 
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not easy to run documents prepared in XML through it. Today, 
XML is the legislative data standard for the House and the Senate. 
So it is very important for us to match our system to that standard, 
so we want to create a new composition system that, in fact, uses 
XML.

Mr. HONDA. Is this a note redundancy, or prior actions that 
would be similar so that—on the research—I guess I am just trying 
to wrap my head around what it is that you are telling me. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Our composition system needs to be able to 
accommodate documents prepared in XML more easily and eco-
nomically.

Mr. HONDA. Okay. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. XML is being used increasingly. The reason 

why you hear us talk about a Composition System Replacement 
project is to make sure that we accommodate that change. The im-
portant issue to remember here is that XML is being increasingly 
used by the House and by the Senate, and it is their legislative 
data standard, and it does allow us to repurpose the data and to 
do so many additional things with it. 

Mr. HONDA. So you are becoming more in line with what other 
offices are doing. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Yes, sir, absolutely. And it is very important 
for us to do that. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Bishop. 

EEO COMPLAINTS AT GPO

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. And again, I would like to 
formally welcome Ms. Vance-Cooks to your new position and to the 
committee.

One question that I asked your predecessor Mr. Boarman last 
year concerned the significant number of discrimination complaints 
that were filed by the African American employees at GPO. These 
employees accused officials of racial discrimination and denying 
pay and promotions. If you could, just tell us, has any progress 
been made over the last year to resolve the complaints, and what 
efforts do you undertake to promote diversity in promotions and 
management at GPO? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. You have another question after that? 
Mr. BISHOP. Yes, on a different subject. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Okay. I am pleased to report that our 

progress on formal complaints has improved significantly. I have 
some stats in front of me. In 2010, we had 206 informal counseling 
sessions and 53 formal complaints. By fiscal year 2011, we had 
dropped those down to 81 informal counseling sessions and 34 for-
mal complaints. 

We are doing very well in terms of improving our response to 
EEO complaints, and that is primarily because we are taking the 
time to talk to the individuals about their complaints. A lot of 
times we received complaints because individuals are angry about 
the fact that they were denied a promotion, or the fact that they 
claim there is a hostile work environment. We are working much 
closer with individuals one-on-one to explain to them the reasons 
why they were not selected; to explain what a hostile work environ-
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ment actually means. It is very important in the area of EEO that 
people take the time to understand what the issues are. 

Another issue that was bubbling was the issue of training and 
the issue of opportunity. We are very, very committed to making 
sure that GPO’s employees are trained, especially now that we are 
transitioning from print on paper to digital. They are nervous. 
They are concerned. And so we have identified a training program 
for them which is based upon making sure that they have IDPs, 
individual development plans. 

Every GPO employee must have an IDP. That IDP identifies 
what training is required for them in order to be of value to the 
organization as we shift. That IDP also is a close collaboration be-
tween the supervisor as well as the employee. So I anticipate that 
we will have fewer EEO complaints as we move down the line. 

Also, we have developed a program called LEAD, which is for in-
dividuals who want to be supervisors, but have yet to reach that 
level. It is a series of 10 modules where we identify what the lead-
ership skills are supposed to be, and they voluntarily go through 
it.

So I am confident we are making progress. I must admit, by the 
fact that I am sitting here in front of you and you and you, that 
we have made a good bit of progress. 

FUTURE OF PRINTING TECHNOLOGY

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. I appreciate that very much. 
It is good news. Welcome. 

You alluded to the fact that technology has changed and your 
processes have changed. Reflecting at the beginning of the 20th 
century, I think it was the Linotype machine, which significantly 
reduced the cost of printing. Then came the move from hot type to 
photocomposition in the 1970s, which further cut the costs of print-
ing. And, of course, the shift to electronics has been one of the 
greatest changes to the printing office in its history. 

Looking into your crystal ball, what do you think the future of 
printing will look like? What new technologies do you see on the 
horizon that will further transform the printing industry? And how 
do you see GPO’s role and mission evolving as these technology 
changes come into play? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I think one of the most unique characteristics 
of the GPO is the ability to respond to the customers’ needs. We 
watched the customers change over the years; and, as you articu-
lated, the customers have had different requirements based upon 
the different technologies and products that they need. So we are 
watching the trends very carefully. 

I do believe, sitting here, that the world will become more and 
more digital. That is a fact. How that digital will play out is un-
clear, because I do not have the ability to look into a crystal ball. 
But I do believe that the GPO needs to develop more digital infor-
mation applications. We need to be prepared for the fact that our 
customers want digital information now, they want it instanta-
neously, they want it authentic. 

One of the things that we have done is to try to make sure that 
we can be considered the sole source for authenticated information. 
So you will see us do that more and more, which goes back to your 
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XML question. We are looking at how to authenticate information 
prepared in XML. 

Not only will it be a requirement for it to be faster, I do see us 
getting more involved into apps. I do see us becoming much more 
involved in the development of apps. 

Concerning authentication of digital information, which is very 
important to our customers in Congress, Federal agencies, and the 
public, our PDF documents right now are digitally signed, which 
assures you that you do in fact have the authentic, official docu-
ment. That document looks the same as it did when it was original. 
This is a unique ability of the GPO. No other agency does this. We 
have a significant market niche for this service. 

Unfortunately, authentication is one of the limitations of XML 
today. It is very difficult at this point to find off-the-shelf software 
to digitally authenticate data in XML format. We have been told 
that if we want to authenticate XML a system to do so would have 
to be customized, which of course means major dollar signs. So, 
right now, we are in the process of looking for something that is 
off the shelf. 

In summary, you will see GPO become much more market-niche 
oriented, much more aware of digital information technology, and 
much more responsive to getting that information to the public 
quickly and with authentication. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. You are welcome. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I can tell you we have come a long way. When 

I first entered the business world some years ago, the biggest ad-
vancement that I saw was, instead of taking a piece of carbon 
paper and putting in the typewriter, they actually invented some 
reusable carbon paper. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I remember. I don’t know about you, but I 
was excited by that. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. We certainly have come a long way. 
Mr. HONDA. The white-outs. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. The white-outs. And then the Xerox machine. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Then it was erasable paper. That was terrific. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you so much for being here today. We 

look forward to working with you in your new position. Thank you 
for the work that you are doing to bring us into the 21st century 
and do things more efficiently and more effectively. So we look for-
ward to seeing you again. Thank you very much. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
[Questions submitted for the record submitted by Chairman 

Crenshaw follow:] 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2012. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 

WITNESS

DOUGLAS W. ELMENDORF, DIRECTOR 

OPENING STATEMENT—CHAIRMAN CRENSHAW

Mr. CRENSHAW. We are going to hear from the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

I want to welcome Dr. Douglas Elmendorf, who is the director of 
the Congressional Budget Office. Their request this year for the 
CBO is $44.6 million. That is $850,000 more than 2012. We will 
insert your formal statement into the record. But the floor is yours 
to give us any opening comments you might like. 

OPENING STATEMENT—DR. ELMENDORF

Dr. ELMENDORF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman 
Honda, Congressman Bishop. We appreciate the opportunity to talk 
about CBO’s budget request for 2013. 

As you know, our mission is to provide Congress with objective, 
impartial, nonpartisan analysis of budget and economic issues. 
About 90 percent of our budget, a little more than that actually, 
represents compensation for our staff. So the contour of our budget 
and the contour of our staffing are very closely linked. 

Our request, as the chairman said, for 2013 is for $44.6 million. 
That is the far right bar on the picture in front of you. In light of 
the tight budget constraints facing the government, this request 
represents an increase of only 1.9 percent, or $850,000, as the 
chairman said, from the amount provided in 2012. It is an increase 
of only 1.2 percent, or about $500,000, from the regular appropria-
tion provided in 2009. 

As you know, congressional demand for our estimates and other 
analysis has been extremely high in the past few years. In par-
ticular, the surge in Federal debt and projected deficits has led to 
ongoing congressional efforts to enact fundamental changes in 
budget policy, and that has strained our resources in many areas. 

We provided a tremendous number of estimates during the de-
bate over appropriations over 2011, that extended through the 
spring of last year, during the bipartisan negotiations in the spring 
and summer about larger changes in budget policy that might have 
been linked to the increase in the debt limit, during the work of 
the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction in the fall, and 
during debates on many other possible changes in law. Given the 
outlook for the budget and the economy, we have no reason to ex-
pect that the demand for CBO services will wane in the foreseeable 
future.
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Despite that heavy workload, our funding for this fiscal year 
2012 is below the amounts provided in the last few years. 

We have reduced expenses. We have significantly curtailed sal-
ary increases and sharply cut spending on information technology, 
data, training, and other items. We have also stopped most hiring 
of new staff to replace the people who leave. 

As I mentioned, our requested funding for 2013 is only slightly 
more than was provided for this year and a little more than was 
obligated 4 years ago. To operate the agency at that level of fund-
ing would require a combination of very minimal increases in sala-
ries, very limited spending on IT, data, training, other things, and 
a further reduction in the number of CBO analysts. 

Regarding the nonpay parts of our budget, we propose to spend 
in 2013 about half as much as we spent on average in fiscal years 
2009 through 2011. I should note we would not be able to sustain 
that level of spending beyond 2013 without significantly sacrificing 
the quality of our analysis. So unless we received a larger increase 
in funding for the following year, we would implement further cut-
backs in CBO staffing. 

For 2013, we propose to cut staffing to about 235 analysts, a 
level we hope to achieve through attrition. If we do not experience 
enough attrition, we may need to undertake furloughs or layoffs. 
The reduction in CBO staffing that is already under way, and will 
continue further under our proposed budget, would have con-
sequences for the analysis we can provide to the Congress. 

I want to emphasize all of us at CBO will continue to make every 
effort to serve you and your colleagues as effectively as we possibly 
can with whatever resources we are given. But I do not want to 
hide the fact that fewer analysts will mean fewer estimates, fewer 
reports on budget and economic policies. 

As you know, perhaps from personal experience, we were already 
unable to analyze many proposals sent to us by Members of Con-
gress, unable to serve committees as quickly as we and they would 
like, and unable to improve our modeling as much as we should. 
Further reductions in our staffing would make those problems 
worse.

Moreover, because losses through attrition will undoubtedly not 
line up well with the places where we can most afford to lose re-
sources, we may have some particular weak spots in our capabili-
ties during the next few years. 

That said, we understand the restraints under which the Appro-
priations Committee is operating, and we are grateful for the sup-
port that you have always given to our work. 

Thank you. My colleagues and I are happy to try to answer your 
questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Elmendorf follows:] 
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ZERO BASE BUDGETING

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. I appreciate you outlining 
some of the things that you all have worked on. 

One of the things that I have been asking all the agencies is kind 
of what you already alluded to, how you respond when you are 
going to get less than last year. You have got to figure out how you 
are going to deal with that, and I think you have touched on that. 

Our directive, in terms of writing a new budget from a zero base, 
you have talked a little bit about that. Maybe you could elaborate 
on that from the standpoint of whether that is a worthwhile exer-
cise. When you reviewed things and build from the ground up, any-
thing that you came across in terms of efficiencies or effectiveness 
that you saw as you went through that drill, which I think we all 
believe is a good way to create budgets? Talk just briefly about 
that.

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, I will. 
Again, as you know, 92 percent of our budget goes to compensa-

tion, about 5 percent to information technology, and the remaining 
few percent to training and other items. So the particular scrub-
bing that we did was on the 8 percent of our budget for nonpay 
items, and I will come back to staffing in a moment. 

We went through every line of the money we spent in the past, 
and we looked for the areas we thought we could most give some-
thing up with the least effect on the analysis we can give to you. 
I do not know if we found things that we believe were purely 
waste, but we did—I mean, we went down to how many news-
papers are delivered to this office and can they share with the of-
fice next to them? We need to keep up with what is happening in 
the news, so we cannot not do that at all, but we went right down 
to the level of having the senior managers figure out how to econo-
mize on that sort of level. So we really scrubbed everything that 
we could, and I think some of those things we can give up for a 
while.

Other things we can only give up for a short period of time. So 
we are not buying computers. One can do that for a little while and 
you are okay, but eventually the advance in technology means that 
you are not okay anymore, and by 2014 we will have to go back 
to doing some real investment in the information technology that 
we have. 

On data that we buy, much of the data we can obtain for free 
from the government, but other data we have to buy. If you do not 
have the latest year’s data, you are not too far off. If you do not 
have the 2 years’ latest data, you are a little further off. If you do 
not have 3 years’ latest data, then you run the risk of really being 
astray. So, again, we can economize for a period of time but not in-
definitely.

On the staffing side, which is the overwhelming share of where 
we spend our money, we just need to make sure that we are 
prioritizing, with the help of Members and the committees, 
prioritizing the work that most needs to get done. But, as you 
know, the demand is much greater than supply all the time. So the 
things that are not getting done were valued by somebody but not 
quite as much as the things that we are going to continue to do. 



128

PRIORITIZING REPORTS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Do you have to make that judgment? In terms 
of priorities, some reports are more worthwhile than others. Is that 
something you have to sort through? For instance, the scorekeeping 
unit, they do a great job. Maybe tell us, is that the bulk of the work 
that is done? Or those seem to be, obviously, very important re-
ports. How does that mix, scorekeeping versus overall reports, that 
you are asked to do, and how do you go about deciding what you 
are going to be able to do and what not? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. So we want to do the things that are most use-
ful to you and your colleagues. So we look to the leadership, the 
Democratic and Republican side in the House and Senate, we look 
to the chairs and ranking members of the key committees to guide 
what we do. I think that we are not a think tank. We are not doing 
research for its own sake. I mean, all of the longer reports that we 
do even are designed to be very directly relevant to the decisions 
of the Congress. 

We released an analysis last week of Federal compensation rel-
ative to private-sector compensation. That was a very involved ef-
fort, took a lot of people’s time at CBO, but it was a request from 
a Member of Congress, and it is, I think, directly relevant to deci-
sions Congress has to make. 

We have a large share of our folks in the divisions apart from 
the budget analysis division that does the cost estimates that you 
are thinking of and the scorekeeping work. 

In the program divisions, a large share of those people are di-
rectly working on our economic forecasts, on our revenue projec-
tions, on helping do estimates of the effects of changes in health 
provisions, and so on. 

So we do not have slack really at all anyway, and we are always 
turning down demands that we do things. And, I understand why 
people want our estimates. But we are always in the position of 
saying, well, we can do three things from your list, not five or not 
ten. And, we just try to keep up as much as we can with the most 
crucial things. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Honda. 

DYNAMIC SCORING

Mr. HONDA. Thank you. 
Let me just say from the other committee that I sit on, I appre-

ciate your stringent effort to stay objective and nonpartisan. I know 
that some Members always couch questions, and if I do that, please 
realign my thinking. 

So the House just recently passed H.R. 3582, which requires the 
Congressional Budget Office to provide macroeconomic impact anal-
ysis for bills that are estimated to have a large budgetary effect. 
The bill would also require the CBO to provide supplemental budg-
et projections that assume certain tax policies are extended. I did 
not vote for that bill, but my colleagues who support the adding dy-
namic of scoring to your already loaded portfolio should know how 
you are going to conduct these mandates with shrinking appropria-
tions. So if this bill were to become law, how much would CBO 
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need in fiscal year 2013 to conduct dynamic scoring analysis for 
bills that are called for in 3582? 

And then what is the impact to other CBO statutory duties and 
the average time it takes to do these kinds of formal cost estimates 
for these bills under the 6.4 percent cuts that you have already ex-
perienced? I just want to get a sense of that. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, as you know, it is difficult to manage 
downsizing, and it is difficult to manage new responsibilities. It is 
especially difficult to manage both of those together. 

We do a fair bit of analysis now of the macroeconomic effects of 
changes in fiscal policies, both tax policies and spending policies. 
We publish those in a range of different reports. You see some of 
that, actually, in the economic and budget outlook we just released. 
What this legislation that you are referring to would do would re-
quire that analysis for a broader set of legislation. 

We have the models to do some of that work already. But we 
would need to build more, and we would need to use those models, 
to apply them in many more circumstances than we do now. And 
our estimate—the report was actually in our cost estimate for this 
legislation—was that to do the extra work would require between 
two and three extra staff people, which amounts to about $300,000 
to $500,000 per year. 

If this requirement were enacted with no increase in resources 
to pay for it, then we would need to find something else not to do. 
I do not know really what that is. Our macroeconomic analysis di-
vision really has two pieces. One piece does the economic forecasts 
that are of interest to all of you I think and is also the foundation 
for the budget projections. The other part does analysis of the mac-
roeconomic effects of fiscal policy. Both those pieces are working 
flat out. Somebody just announced they are leaving from this divi-
sion. We are not replacing that person. 

I do not really know what we would give up, but we would, 
again, try to prioritize the needs of the Congress. 

Mr. HONDA. So doing that, it still adds even more pressure to 
your existing staff. Since it is mandated, if it is mandated, then it 
just falls into the categories of sort of what us policymakers call 
unfunded mandates. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. 

SEQUESTRATION IMPACT

Mr. HONDA. So given that plus the sequestration that is going to 
happen in 2013, how is that going to impact your office? And how 
do you see the impact in other offices? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, if the sequestration takes effect, that 
would be very damaging for our organization. That would be a 
much lower level of funding than we are requesting for fiscal year 
2013. The cutbacks on the nondefense appropriations through se-
questration we estimate would be about 8 to 9 percent. 

Mr. HONDA. Right. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. That is more than the total amount of our budg-

et that is not being used for compensation of our staff. So the cut-
backs in staffing that we would need to undertake to meet an 8 or 
9 percent cut in funding would be very drastic. We would have to 
rely, I think, on furloughs or layoffs. 
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You know, an 8.5 percent cut in our budget would be about $3.5 
million. That is about 20 full-time equivalent staff people over the 
course of a year. If this news came upon us in January, we might 
have two-thirds of a year in which to respond. That would be a re-
duction of 30 FTEs for the remaining two-thirds of fiscal year 2013. 
That is way beyond what would arise through attrition and would 
require, as I said, much more damaging cutbacks that would not 
only hinder our ability to serve Congress in fiscal year 2013 and 
2014, but I think over some period of time. Because we would end 
up having to push out people with a tremendous amount of exper-
tise and experience with the work that we do. 

Mr. HONDA. So approaching that point of diminishing returns, 
that causes some internal damage that our government and our 
functions would be sorely affected. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. It would certainly damage what we can do. You 
know, we leave the policy decisions to you and your colleagues, 
Congressman. Our job is to try to explain as clearly as we can the 
consequences of alternative policies. And I am trying to do that 
here today, the same way that I tried to do that in the testimony 
to the House Budget Committee last week. But the decisions and 
the trade-offs are yours, not ours, to make. 

Mr. HONDA. Sort of reminds me, Mr. Chairman, of ancient em-
perors in the past who used to have advisers. The advisers were 
required to give the exact response even at the cost of their own 
heads. So it sounds like, you know, we may have to really think 
about what we are doing as soon as possible. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. We have not come that far, have we? 
Mr. Bishop. 

MORE ON DYNAMIC SCORING

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much; and let me again welcome 
you, Dr. Elmendorf. 

I want to follow up on Mr. Honda’s line of questioning from the 
different perspective of quality assurance. 

Obviously, the budget cuts and the reductions in staff will have 
consequences on our policy. And one of the impacts has to do with 
dynamic scoring. 

I think one of your predecessors was very, very critical of the 
concept of dynamic scoring. I just want to ask you in terms of your 
organization, which has long been held in very, very high esteem 
for being objective, for making valid and reliable estimates that 
limit subjectivity. 

Namely, if you are instructed by Congress to place more empha-
sis on dynamic scoring, how will that impact the validity and the 
reliability of the opinions that you are able to give to us, which 
will, of course, be instructive as we prepare and implement policy? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Let me offer a few thoughts on that, Congress-
man.

The first is that, as you know, in our regular spending estimates 
and in the estimates of revenue policies undertaken by our col-
leagues at the Joint Committee on Taxation, we already incor-
porate a very wide range of behavioral responses to the policy 
being considered. What is not incorporated in our standard esti-
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mates or in the Joint Tax Committee staff standard estimates are 
changes in behavior that would affect the size of the overall econ-
omy, like changes in work effort or savings in response to changes 
in tax rates. 

Nonetheless, we do analysis, as the Joint Tax Committee staff 
does, of those kinds of macroeconomic effects of changes in legisla-
tion. We did that for the Recovery Act in 2009 as it was being con-
sidered. We did that in the fall of 2010 in testimony to the Senate 
Budget Committee about the effects of different ways of extending 
the tax provisions that were expiring then. We do that in the long- 
term budget outlook now. We did that in the budget and economic 
outlook last week. So we do that kind of analysis, and we have 
gone to some trouble to build up the staff and modeling to do that 
as supplementary information to the basic cost estimates. 

And I think for important pieces of legislation that are moving 
taxes or spending in important degrees, that it is a natural ques-
tion for the Congress to ask about the macroeconomic effects. I 
think building those sorts of responses into our standard estimates 
would be completely infeasible. 

Mr. BISHOP. Pardon me? 
Dr. ELMENDORF. To build it into our standard estimates, those 

are the regular estimates, the 400 to 500 we do every year, would 
be completely infeasible and would not serve you well. Because in 
almost every piece of legislation there are not significant macro-
economic effects. The legislation the House voted on asks us to do 
that kind of analysis of the macroeconomic effects for particular 
pieces of legislation, those that have large changes in spending or 
taxes. That is a much narrower set of legislation than all of the leg-
islation that we analyze. And the legislation asks us to provide that 
analysis separately, not built into the regular estimates. So, I think 
that is feasible for us to do and may be interesting information to 
some Members of Congress. 

Our concerns about the legislation are mostly around the re-
sources it would take for us to do that extra work, around the time-
table in the legislation. We do our analysis of the President’s budg-
et every year. We do a sort of straight budget read without those 
extra effects, and then we follow it up with a macroeconomic anal-
ysis. That comes out weeks later, and there is a concerted effort by 
many people to get that done in that period of time. 

The timetable I think that is suggested in this legislation would 
require us to do those macroeconomic estimates more or less on top 
of the regular budget estimates. I do not think that will generally 
be feasible. So there are I think issues about our ability to do the 
particular sort of work on the timetable in this legislation with the 
resources we have. But, conceptually, we are set up and do anal-
yses of those macroeconomic effects in cases where we have been 
asked by a committee to do that. 

Mr. BISHOP. Going back to last Congress with the Affordable 
Care Act, you declined to attach a dollar value to some of those be-
havioral reactions that were projected as a result of certain poli-
cies.

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, so we made our—took our best shot at 
putting down numbers for the provisions of the legislation for that 
law and for all the legislation that we work on. But the world is 
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a very complicated place, and we do not have every connection be-
tween Federal policy and economic outcomes or budget outcomes 
modeled.

We have a very large project under way right now looking at the 
effects of changes in tobacco policy on people’s health and thus on 
Federal health care costs. That is a project that has gone on some 
time now, took a great deal of effort. 

I think it is very important for us to do that, to give you and 
your colleagues a sense about some of these channels on which pol-
icy can matter that are more indirect and are not usually modeled. 
But we cannot do that for every aspect of every proposal all the 
time. But, we are always trying to improve our models and to cap-
ture as much as we can. 

Mr. BISHOP. But the bottom line was you felt that you would not 
be able to give an accurate judgment based upon the information 
available to that particular question, and that would have been the 
essence of dynamic scoring on that particular issue, would it not? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. One can view that as a version of dynamic scor-
ing. I think people use those words in different ways, and I tried 
just to explain exactly what I mean and not use those labels. But, 
yes, there are limitations on what we can model. And it is true in 
a number of areas in health care, which is a particularly com-
plicated part of the economy, an area where government policy is 
particularly complicated. So there certainly were criticisms, as you 
mentioned, of our inability to model certain features of the Afford-
able Care Act in a way that some people thought they should be 
modeled.

Last week, when I testified to the Budget Committee, Chairman 
Ryan was I think legitimately unhappy as well because there were 
aspects of proposals he has brought to us about the effects of a pre-
mium support-type system on competition over time and dynamics 
of prices in the health care system that we also do not have the 
models yet to deal with. And we are always trying, when we have 
a little time away from this week’s legislation and this month’s leg-
islation, to build the models that you all need us to have for next 
year’s legislation; and that tension between serving you now, but 
also laying the groundwork to serve you effectively later is one that 
we feel every day and that the other managers and I talk about 
constantly.

Mr. BISHOP. Final question. The question that many people are 
asking is, if we move to place more emphasis on dynamic scoring, 
does it really create a flaw in the accuracy of the predictions that 
you make and give options to the policymakers to be able to choose 
whatever is most desirable as opposed to the most objective an-
swer?

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, so—— 
Mr. BISHOP. In other words, it would give me another option that 

I could say, well, this was scored at thus and such, and so it will 
be good. But it is based on the dynamic scoring concept, as opposed 
to—I do not know what you call the other one. Say the more objec-
tive.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Static. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. That is why I do not use those words. 
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Again, the legislation that the House is considering would have 
this analysis be supplemental to the regular estimates that we do. 
It would have no effect on those estimates. 

The supplemental estimates that we would provide would be the 
same sort that we provide now for the economic effects of changes 
in policy. We usually provide those as a range, and we offer them 
as a range to make sure everybody understands there is a lot of 
uncertainty about those effects. And, we will often talk in things 
we do about how the lower end of the range reflects certain as-
sumptions about people’s responses to policy and the higher end of 
the range reflects other assumptions. I promise you those ranges 
will be our nonpartisan, objective, impartial judgment of the rel-
evant range. 

Now, there is a risk whenever we present ranges that people who 
want certain numbers to be small pick the lower end and people 
who want those numbers to be big pick the higher end and who 
wants things big or small tends to change over time. And, I cannot 
control the way those numbers are used. But the ranges that we 
would provide, as the ranges we provide now, will be completely ob-
jective and impartial. Because that is what we do. 

Mr. BISHOP. So all the difference is it would just cost you more 
to do it, or you have to make a decision to do less of what you now 
do.

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, that is it, Congressman. 
Mr. BISHOP. If we mandate it. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. And I think there is a real misunderstanding 

among a lot of people about the difference between static and dy-
namic scoring. And I think you have pointed that out, that there 
are very few policy decisions that really move the entire economy 
that would be on the far end of the dynamic scoring, as opposed 
to a lot of little things we do, put a tax on this, that does not really 
change the world. But I think there is a misunderstanding some-
times that everything you do there is some dynamic implication, 
which is probably not the case. And thank you for making that 
point.

WHERE TO USE DYNAMIC SCORING

Mr. HONDA. Just my closing comment would be, given the bill, 
my sense is the bill sort of limits where you would use dynamic 
scoring. And if you limit in the bill what you can do and not take 
the full picture, then the outcome is not going to be as accurate. 

And, having said that, is the CBO in their objective realm of 
work, do you look at that and say—not volunteering information 
but saying, but if you did this, if you looked at the entire picture 
instead of extending only a tax cut or dynamic scoring those, look 
at the whole tax cut and looking at its full impact in the future, 
do you volunteer those kinds of information or would you make 
comments towards those or—like be careful what you ask for be-
cause sometimes it is not complete? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. We work very hard to ensure we are providing 
a complete answer to questions we are asked. When we have done 
analysis of the effects of changes in policy on the economy, we have 
looked at the effects of changes on both the spending side and the 
tax side, partly because the gap between those changes matters a 
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lot. The amount of extra deficit or reduction in deficit has a very 
important effect on the economy. So we need to keep in mind both 
the spending and tax sides. For some aspects on the spending side 
it is harder to do estimates, because there is a fairly large amount 
of economic literature about the effects of changes in tax rates on 
people’s behavior. Still a lot of uncertainty, some different views, 
a lot we do not know. But a fair amount of evidence in some ways. 

On the spending side, in some cases there is less evidence. It is 
also the case that it can be less obvious what a change in spending 
you legislate will do ultimately in the world. So if you increase or 
decrease spending for highways, to take the current example, that 
could have more or less effect on the economy depending on which 
highways are built and are not built. 

So the specificity of the legislation, but then also the decision 
that will ultimately be made not by you but by the State govern-
ments that are taking the funds or something else can matter to 
the economic effects. 

So sometimes we are less able to do estimates for some pieces 
than others. But you look at what we do for the analysis of the 
President’s budget, what we did for the Recovery Act, what we 
have done for alternative ways to boost output in employment, we 
try to look in as parallel ways as we can at both spending and reve-
nues.

Mr. HONDA. Thank you. 
Mr. BISHOP. I have got one more question. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Sure. 

BIENNIAL BUDGET PROCESS

Mr. BISHOP. As an appropriator, I very much believe that we 
have an obligation to hold agencies’ feet to the fire to make sure 
that they use resources as cost efficiently and effectively as pos-
sible.

Some have suggested that if we went to a biennial budget proc-
ess that it might be better for us in terms of our oversight. So do 
you believe that biennial budgeting would strengthen or weaken 
our oversight capacity for the budget process? And how would the 
impact of utilization of resources, how would that impact the legis-
lative branch? More or less resources needed? Or do you think that 
it would matter, have any consequences at all? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. From the parochial perspective of somebody 
running a very small agency, having a clearer sense of what our 
funding will be in the future would be tremendously beneficial. To 
the extent to which biennial budgeting gave us a picture of what 
our budget would be a little further out, that would help us a lot 
in managing what we do. 

Whether it gives you and your colleagues in general more or less 
oversight I think is a hard question, and I do not have a good an-
swer to that. I think it depends—you know, I think you and your 
staffs provide a good deal of scrutiny of the work that we are doing 
in managing the funds you give us now. I presume that level of 
scrutiny would persist whatever frequency you set for budgets. 

I think people sometimes say that if you spent less time in the 
appropriations process then you would redirect your energies to 
something else, of an oversight nature perhaps. It is harder for me 
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to judge how you and your folks would use their time differently. 
I do not think, of course, it changes the fundamental choices that 
you face. You are trying to address budget problems that are look-
ing out not just a year or 2 years but 3 and 5 and 10 and so on. 
And whatever frequency you revisit these decisions, the hard 
choices will still be there, of course. 

Mr. BISHOP. Would it restrict or give us more flexibility to go to 
the 2-year budget process? Would we be able to respond to exigen-
cies quicker or would it delay us? Would we be locked in or do we 
need to have the flexibility that we now have doing it on an annual 
basis?

Dr. ELMENDORF. I think you are right to say that the annual ap-
propriations give you greater flexibility in that way. Of course, 
there are supplemental appropriations that the Congress can give. 

Mr. BISHOP. That we are trying to get away from. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, I am just noting you do have tools that you 

can use. But there may be some trade-off between the sort of pre-
dictability of the funding from an agency’s point of view and your 
ability to respond to true changes in their needs. I think that is 
right.

CLOSING REMARKS—CHAIRMAN CRENSHAW

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you for your time today. Thank you for 
your testimony. Thank you for the work that you do. We all appre-
ciate very much the difficult situation that we are all in from a fi-
nancial standpoint; and for you to continue to do the quality work 
that you are doing under these kind of restraints, we really appre-
ciate that. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. We will stand in recess until tomorrow at 10 

a.m., when we will hear from the Capitol Police. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Crenshaw fol-

low:]
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 2012. 

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE 

WITNESS

PHILLIP D. MORSE, SR., CHIEF OF POLICE 

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN ANDER CRENSHAW

Mr. CRENSHAW. The committee will come to order. Today we are 
going to hear testimony on the fiscal year 2013 budget request for 
the United States Capitol Police. 

I want to welcome Chief Phil Morse back, he is the Chief of the 
Capitol Police; Mr. Richard Braddock, who is the Chief Administra-
tive Officer; and then I want to congratulate and welcome the new 
Assistant Chief, Tom Reynolds. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Glad you are here. 
Chief, I want to thank you personally and publicly for all the 

work that you and your staff do to remain diligent, protect not only 
the Members of Congress but all the staff members and the mil-
lions of people that come to the Capitol Complex every year. So we 
thank you for that. 

Chief MORSE. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. This request that they are making today is for 

$374 million. That is an increase of about $33.6 million, a little 
under 10 percent of an increase over fiscal year 2012. Things are 
still pretty tough financially. We are still $15 trillion in debt, and 
we are making progress. But we thank you for what you are doing 
to try to work with us. We are all sharing in this pain that we are 
going through. 

Mr. Honda, welcome to you, and I wanted to see if you had any 
opening statement that you would like to make. 

Mr. HONDA. I will pass. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Then, Chief, the floor is yours. We will include 

your formal statement in the record. 

STATEMENT OF CHIEF PHILLIP D. MORSE

Chief MORSE. Okay. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Honda, and mem-

bers of the committee. I am honored to be here today. 
I appreciate the opportunity to present the United States Capitol 

Police budget request for 2013. I am joined here today by Assistant 
Chief Tom Reynolds, who was recently promoted, as you stated, 
and is leading our operational element of the police department. 

And to my left is Mr. Richard Braddock, our Chief Administra-
tive Officer. 



142

And also with me and sitting behind me are some of the mem-
bers of my executive management team. 

First, I would like to thank the Committee for sustained and un-
wavering support of the men and women of the Capitol Police. You 
and your staffs have continued to generously support both our mis-
sion as well as our personnel. The security and protection of this 
great institution is not just our job, but we consider it a sacred 
duty and a privilege to serve you, the congressional staff, and mil-
lions of visitors from around each corner of the world who come to 
the United States Capitol Complex every year. 

Due in large part to your support and that of the Capitol Police 
Board, the department continues to successfully execute our mis-
sion with a strong operational presence and under established busi-
ness practices, controls, and efficiencies. 

Specifically, I would like to express our appreciation to the Com-
mittee and Congress for providing the necessary salaries and gen-
eral expenses funding for our 2012 budget to support our personnel 
and operations, while absorbing several activities within our base 
funding, such as the conventions and pre-Presidential inauguration 
planning.

I would like to emphasize that our management team and I are 
currently aware of the economic situation our Nation continues to 
face. I understand the responsibility I have to submit a budget re-
quest that is not only accurate, but one that is reasonable and 
based on only critical requirements necessary to mitigate and ad-
dress threats and risks. 

Our 2013 budget request provides for those critical missions and 
mission support requirements necessary for the department to ad-
dress the security of the Congress so that it may conduct its con-
stitutional responsibilities in an open and safe manner, without 
disruption from crime or terrorism. 

To do so, the department utilized our Force Development Proc-
ess, which develops our budget based on analysis of threats and 
risks while involving multiple levels of the organization in the proc-
ess to include coordination and the vetting of our budget with the 
Capitol Police Board. Our mission-focused request is grounded in 
the Capitol Police strategic goals that describe our mission and 
frame our budget planning. It is assessing the threat to the Capitol 
community; taking proactive measures to mitigate the threat, so as 
to prevent disruption to the legislative process; responding in the 
event of a disruption so that Congress can continue to operate; and 
supporting the Capitol Police mission through constructive internal 
business processes and controls that foster an efficient mission de-
livery.

This budget is strong in support of those goals, with modest in-
creases in initiatives to address the identified risks and threats, yet 
it is flexible enough to achieve and maintain solid mission-critical 
results with efficient use of the resources provided to our depart-
ment.

The proposed 2013 budget contains a base budget that will ad-
dress and mitigate identified security challenges that may poten-
tially affect the safety of the Capitol Complex and our ability to 
keep up with the changing security environment and threat level. 
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In addition, it contains requests for a few new initiatives that pro-
vide additional security for the Capitol. 

Operationally, so far this year, the department has screened 
nearly 3 million visitors, effected over 200 arrests, and conducted 
over 35,000 K–9 sweeps, and screened nearly 8,300 vehicles. In fis-
cal year 2011, the department screened over 10 million visitors, ef-
fected over 900 arrests, and conducted over 160,000 K–9 sweeps. 
Further, we continue our work to close audit recommendations and 
to address our material weaknesses from prior audits, and are 
working closely with our Inspector General to address the issues 
which have arisen and by providing the evidence necessary to close 
those findings. 

In particular, I am pleased to report that we received an unquali-
fied, or clean, opinion on our fiscal year 2011 financial statements. 
I am also pleased to announce that the Department received its 
fourth accreditation through the Commission on Accreditation for 
Law Enforcement Agencies. The commission sets the standard for 
local, State, and Federal law enforcement agencies across the coun-
try. But not only did we achieve accreditation, but we were award-
ed an accreditation with excellence. Excellence is the highest honor 
given to law enforcement agencies, and it is very rare. With over 
360–plus standards to follow, and with proof of compliance, we did 
not have one single noncompliance issue. 

So I want to thank our director of Office of Policy Systems, Direc-
tor Jan Jones, for her leadership, and two officers, Emanuel War-
ren, our accreditation manager, and Officer Jillian Jeffers, for their 
outstanding job. As I mentioned in the beginning of my testimony, 
we are well aware, and we understand the economic climate that 
affects our country, the Legislative Branch, and the entire Federal 
Government. And I want to assure you that the Capitol Police will 
successfully adapt our resources and continue to safeguard the con-
gressional community with the resources that we have available. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today, and I 
would be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

[The prepared statement of Chief Morse follows:] 
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MEETING OPERATIONAL NEEDS WITHOUT BUDGET INCREASES AND
ZERO BASED BUDGETING

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much, Chief. 
Let me start, Chief, by talking about last year, when your budget 

was pretty well flat lined. You got the same amount of money this 
year as you got the year before. But you mentioned a little bit that 
there were about $14 million increases in terms of mission, like the 
convention, things like that, that really arguably you could say you 
took a $14 million cut because you had $14 million of additional 
work to do but not money do it. 

And I wanted to ask you how you went about making sure that 
you did everything you needed to do even though you had that 
tight situation, which also brings the question that, as we go into 
this year, we talk a lot about budgeting from a zero base. And I 
know you all build your budget historically from the ground up. So 
a combination of those two, last year, when you get the same 
amount of money but you have additional responsibilities that you 
are given, tell us how you go about making sure you accomplish ev-
erything you need to do and maybe in part how you build your 
budget from the ground up for this year. 

Chief MORSE. First of all, I want to again say thank you for the 
appropriation that you provided us. And to ensure that we use that 
in the most efficient and effective manner we do use zero-based 
budgeting with our force development process. It is something that 
we put in place very early on when I became Chief to ensure that 
everything that we do is focused on the threats and the needs to 
mitigate those threats. So our budget is not about what we would 
like to have; it is more about what we need to prevent to mitigate 
and detect any criminal or terrorist activity so that you can func-
tion in an open environment. 

With that, comes a great deal of management. And of course, I 
do not do that alone. So we involve our executive management 
team. And like I said, many of them are here today. We also imple-
mented, when we go through our force development process, an in-
clusion of the Investment Review Board, which are many of those 
people.

So we are trying to do or prioritize what we need to mitigate 
those threats, and we vet it all the way down through our execu-
tive management team so that we have inclusion, we do not miss 
anything, we are scrubbing all our programs, and we are finding 
the most efficient way to do things. 

With respect to how we managed our way through that, that was 
the set up for just good strategic management. Now, there are 
things that we had to forego, and there are things that we are ask-
ing for in this budget that we either curtailed or pushed back. So, 
for instance, one of the things that we absorbed was the salaries 
for 25 less than our authorized strength. We reduced the number 
of civilians from 380 to 370. So, we absorbed that. We pushed off 
some lifecycle replacement of our information technology. We 
pushed off some of our lifecycle replacement of some of our regular 
equipment needs. And we curtailed training in the non-mandatory 
or priority areas. 
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So those are just some of the examples of things that we 
prioritized based on the need for more higher priority issues and 
then pushed those things off until we could satisfy those needs 
first. Like I said, there were some absorption of salaries. There was 
some from reducing FTE strength through attrition, and the 
lifecycle replacement of specialty vehicles and things of that na-
ture.

So we managed through it by scrubbing each program, 
prioritizing the needs and then working with the resources that 
you provided us. And we think that we did a very good job, obvi-
ously. We safeguarded this campus. We have established clean 
opinions on our financial statements. We have managed large dem-
onstrations and events here at the Capitol without incident. And, 
we will continue to manage this way because we think it is very 
successful.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Good. 

INCREASED MISSION-RELATED DUTIES

Just real quick, you and I have talked about my concern that a 
lot of your mission gets set beyond your control. I do not know if 
you want to call it mission creep, but so often you have to do things 
that somebody else said is part of your mission. And I wondered, 
are you talking to the people that are all involved in what that 
mission is and making sure that it all works together? Because 
sometimes it is beyond your control. You have to go do something; 
you may or may not think that is something within your mission, 
but you do not get to set it. So can you talk briefly about that? 

Chief MORSE. Well, first, the committee was very helpful in that, 
the language was that we report any new missions. So that has 
been very helpful in the justification process of any external needs 
with respect to increased mission. But our partners, our stake-
holders, our committees of jurisdiction, the Capitol Police Board, 
yes, we are working very closely with each other and have found 
efficiencies since last year. And we have found efficiencies 
through—and I am just throwing out some areas that we have 
touched on, for instance, pedestrian counts at doors and perhaps 
changing the hours of operation, or a vehicle access point, or unnec-
essary posting. And we have reduced. We have also continued to 
work with our stakeholders on any other types of recommendations 
that we think or believe would make for a more efficient operation. 
And everyone has been very, very helpful with that. 

But we also continue not only with mission, but to continue, as 
we spoke about last year, to scrub each one of our programs. And 
you know, we have an interdiction program, a vehicle interdiction 
program, that uses technology to reduce mission. And we hope that 
that project will be finished here in the late summer of 2013. And 
we will be reducing the number of vehicles that you see out on the 
avenues, the number of officers that are associated with that. And 
then the savings trickle down, to gas, fuel, maintenance, and all 
those things. 

So we have gotten great support from everyone. I think it is a 
good partnership. I think everybody understands that the more 
mission you put, the more people you need. If you do not give more 
people to the security needs, then it is replaced with overtime. And 
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we want to make sure that we do not keep creeping with either one 
of those. We want to find a stable area to operate, which is, if I 
may, just one other thing that we have found. We have found a sta-
ble level of security. Back when I was an officer I can remember 
the 1980s and 1990s, where when a threat would happen, we 
would go up, and then we would come down. 

Well, the threat is always there. You may not see it, so why go 
up and down? So we have found a level plane where we believe 
that the security operations we have address the threats that are 
there. We believe that the operations that we conduct and the new 
technologies that we are using and the training we are conducting 
also addresses any emerging threats. So we do not go up and down 
anymore. We are very stable. And I think that is another effective 
way to run an operation without wasteful resources. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Honda. 

TOTAL SALARY APPROACH AND THE OVERTIME REQUEST

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And let me thank you and the staff for the work that you do. It 

is like my mother says, you never appreciate us until we are gone. 
And I tell my mom, do not talk like that. Your department uses 
total salary calculations, and you have been doing that for a second 
year. And you do that to avoid the risk of undercalculating your 
budget, where it appears the budget would be on our side larger 
than it should be. Can you explain to us basically what is it that 
you do differently that pars it? And how long you can continue it? 
Because the other folks, they look at attrition, partial hirings and 
other ways of looking at the year’s budget. Can you explain to me 
how your department is different? 

And then I had a second question, as you go through that, I 
would like you to address the overtime requests. How much of that 
$34 million is going to be set aside for the inauguration? And the 
last time you had it, we had an unprecedented amount of folks 
around. And given the 2 or 3 days that things were happening, I 
think there was only two incidents that occurred, two children were 
lost and found immediately. So I thought that was a pretty good 
record.

But given the anticipation, again, what is it that you are going 
to be looking at? And how much is it going to cost? And how will 
you avoid some of the missteps that did occur that could have been 
avoided?

Chief MORSE. Okay. 
With respect to the budget question, in the past year, and work-

ing with the Capitol Police Board, along with some consultants and 
the Office of Inspector General, the one thing we needed do to en-
sure that the accuracy of the budget and the calculations of the 
budget were correct is to, first, abide by the audit recommenda-
tions. And we closed all those recommendations. But we even went 
one step further in doing that as we developed the budget. Folks 
in our budget office were actually participants in this. 

And as we went through each level of developing the budget from 
zero base to what it is today, everyone was involved, and every step 
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of the way, we wrote special operating procedures or directives on 
each element of the budget. 

So not only would everyone sort of participate and be inclusive, 
and therefore, there are more eyes on the budget and more rec-
ommendations to do it right, but now we have it documented and 
something that we can progress with. So we have closed the rec-
ommendations related to that. We have ensured that it is all docu-
mented, process is documented, and we have inclusiveness and 
successorship within the Office of Financial Management. Not to 
mention, we have a CFO, Jay Miller, who is new with us, who 
worked with us previously when we achieved our clean financial 
statements. And it is great to have him on board to assist us. 

So the budget is correct. And the budget reflects all the intrica-
cies of putting numbers together as it relates to salaries, benefits, 
any holidays—I am not too detailed on the words with budget, but 
I know enough about it to speak very high level on it. But those 
are the intricacies of the budget. And we believe we have a solid 
foundation now. 

With respect to the overtime, a lot of questions come about over-
time. But we have done a lot of really good work with overtime. 
First of all, we manage overtime very, very carefully. We have a 
utility number. In other words, we know how many officers we 
have on staff. We know how many hours that they work a year. 
And we know how many hours that we have to work in order to 
achieve the mission. The gap between the number of officers and 
the hours is where overtime comes from. 

I was looking at some of the numbers from the last three budget 
cycles, and I saw only a 10,000-hour difference in mission load from 
about 576,000 hours to about 586,000 in the last three budget cy-
cles. So that shows that we have stabilized overtime, the base over-
time, and are maintaining it. We report out on overtime twice a 
week. In other words, the division commanders who provide the 
scheduling for overtime are given caps. Those caps are based on 
the level of missions specific to their organization and the amount 
of overtime they are getting to accomplish that mission. And they 
must achieve that. That is reported out twice a week. 

Anything that is over the cap has to be explained. And we now 
manage down to minutes with respect to officers and employees 
with overtime. So we have a very strong management of overtime. 
The increase in overtime this year from our general base comes for 
a variety of reasons. One is obviously the tenure of the police de-
partment and the increases that come with salary. But also there 
is a request for money associated with the inauguration and pre- 
inauguration planning on top of the $34 million. And then there 
are some increases associated with some of the training initiatives 
that we believe are important to accomplishing our mission. So the 
increase comes from some requests that we think are important to 
train and make our employees and officers more efficient in the 
things that they are responsible to do, as well as addressing the 
overtime as related to a large event and planning of a large event 
like the inauguration. So that is just some of the highlights of 
where we are with the budget, and then the associated overtime, 
how we manage that, and any increases related to it. 
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INAUGURATION PLANNING

With respect to the inauguration, we are getting close to begin-
ning that planning process again. There have been some very high 
level meetings associated with that. We will look back to all our 
after-action plans that will tell us the areas in which we need to 
strengthen ourselves. There were obviously a significant number of 
people in Washington, D.C., that day. I think one of the lessons 
learned there was in the area of crowd management. So there will 
be a lot of conversation and discussion about getting people here, 
obviously safely, and then getting them to where they need to be, 
keeping them safe while they are there and then getting them 
home. So I think the emphasis and the lesson learned for me is 
people and crowd management. 

Mr. HONDA. So you do not have an estimate what it is going to 
cost us, or is it too early? And is the cost over and above what was 
it, $38 million? 

Chief MORSE. I believe the estimate is about $1.6 million overall 
with pre-inauguration planning and inauguration overtime. 

Mr. HONDA. Okay. And would you be able to provide us a work-
ing plan offline so that we know what it is that you are going to 
be doing in terms of articulation between our department and other 
jurisdictions so that there is coordination? Anticipation of things 
that happened in the past, like folks being stuck in the tunnel, 
traffic management, people being able to access the right gates that 
is designated to them, and keeping out the other folks who are not 
designated those gates. There was a lot of frustration with all of 
that.

Chief MORSE. Yeah, like I said, we have after-action plans that 
we know what we will be doing or discussing to improve that. But 
I think the communication and coordination between other local, 
State, and Federal agencies, we can also provide you the method-
ology for planning this, which is really done by committee. And the 
good news, there is some good news here with respect to that, and 
we found it to be very evident in the State of the Union prepara-
tions, is that because of economic times and financial issues, people 
have not left. They have not been moved around. And so we found 
that all the people who were involved in the last inauguration from 
a planning standpoint in law enforcement are still in place today. 
So we will all be very familiar with some of the, strengths and 
weaknesses of the last inauguration. We will not have to reintro-
duce ourselves to each other. And we will be able to work very 
closely on the issues. 

Mr. HONDA. We will get that report? 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Yes, we will get that. 
Mr. LaTourette. 

AOC AND CAPITOL POLICE PROJECT PARTNERSHIP

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, welcome. Nice to see you again. I want to use this hearing 

as the opportunity to commend you and your officers for the great 
job that you do. It is my 18th year here, and it is outstanding po-
lice work. And I thank you. 
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In your budget, you have identified four new initiatives at a cost 
of about 5 million bucks, give or take, threat assessment against 
Members, upgrading alarms and doors on the garages, the reopen-
ing of the Federal Office Building 8 (FOB8), and then computers. 
I am aware that this year for the first year—I think—that overtime 
as a result of projects, ongoing construction projects is going to be 
paid out of the Architect’s budget. My question on FOB8 and also 
the garages is, why is not that a function of the Architect’s? I know 
why you would be involved in designing the alarms and designing 
the security measures that are going to be over at FOB8, but the 
hardware that is involved, and I assume there is some hardware 
in that 5 million bucks, but why doesn’t the Architect have to pay 
for that? Why are you paying for it? 

Chief MORSE. Okay. With respect to the partnership between the 
AOC and the Capitol Police, obviously, there are a lot of security 
projects that we do together. 

Obviously, the need for the Capitol Police to be involved is the 
integration with the systems that we currently have, and also it 
has been longstanding that we maintain those systems throughout. 
So being involved in the process of design, being involved in the ac-
tual installation, and then executing the plan of operation and 
maintaining it have always been with the Capitol Police. 

The AOC has always been involved in the purchase of, security 
equipment that we have installed. So I think really the only—real-
ly the only answer that I have to that is it is historical, it is a good 
relationship, and we work well together. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Because we have done it that way forever. 
Chief MORSE. We have done it that way forever. But certainly, 

everything that we do, we take a look at. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure. 
Chief MORSE. And, I have not done any, real scrubbing of if there 

are any efficiencies in doing that any differently. But we could cer-
tainly do that. And I know that the Architect, he is here today, and 
I do not mean to talk about Mr. Ayers as if he is not—I appreciate 
him being here—is that we will continue to work together to find 
if that is the right thing to do or if there is more efficiencies in 
doing it differently. 

THREAT ASSESSMENT INITIATIVE

Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure. And on the first initiative, the threat as-
sessment for Members, is it too early to say what you are thinking 
about using that money to do? Or do you have some plans in mind 
and now you just need the dough to exercise it? Just my own edi-
torial comment, beside the tragedy to Congresswoman Giffords not-
withstanding, I think the greater threat more than to Members is 
to our staff, and not necessarily staff here in Washington, the staff 
back home. Because that is where all the crazy people really are. 
I mean, every once in a while they come here, but most of the time, 
they are back home. And the advice to this moment in time has 
been we have a liaison with our local police department, and if 
something happens, we will give them a call. When there is a 
threat, we notify you. But it is always after the fact, I guess. I al-
ways think it is not the nutty person that makes all the threats; 
it is the nutty person that does not make the threats and executes 
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that we have to be aware of. So are those the types of things you 
are going to be looking at? And is it going to include a component 
to enhance the secure feeling of the folks who we have back in our 
districts?

Chief MORSE. I think first is that any tool that we as law en-
forcement can use to protect people and assets are things that we 
are going to explore. And I think the threat assessment initiative 
is a tool that we are exploring that we support. And it being a tool 
that we potentially can use to stop a threat that otherwise we may 
not see. But I think the execution of that is something that we still 
will have further discussion on because we want to make sure that 
it is done in the most efficient way possible, that we are not rein-
venting the wheel, that we have the proper infrastructure to do it 
the right way, and also, safeguard the taxpayers’ money that we 
are providing a security tool that will have its benefits. And the 
benefit is protecting you, staff, the visitors here at the Capitol 
Complex.

So the Sergeant at Arms, the House Sergeant at Arms, the Sen-
ate Sergeant At Arms, the Capitol Police Board, myself, will be 
working very closely with the committees to try to achieve the best 
practices with respect to threat initiatives. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. And just given your partnership with the Ar-
chitect, I am not aware of any requirements that we have as Mem-
bers to have a certain type of district office. If you are in a Federal 
building, you have setbacks and set-asides and all this other busi-
ness.

Chief MORSE. Right. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. I think if it included the design, based upon 

your experience in law enforcement, as to what makes that group 
of people safer. Because when I started our reception area, it was 
open back in Painesville, and then we had to build what I call the 
impeachment wall, because during the impeachment proceedings of 
President Clinton, there were some rather animated people on both 
sides of that issue. So we built a wall with a window for our recep-
tionist so she was not exposed—and I think things like that would 
be helpful, you know, not dictating what you have do, but maybe 
some suggested designs that are proven to keep people safer. 

Chief MORSE. One of the things we have done with the threat as-
sessments that we do with district offices and here on the Hill that 
we do with our buildings, we have criteria set. So we have what 
we believe is reasonable, and from the low end to the high end. 
And each, as you said, each office is different. And each environ-
ment can change the way that we would advise or recommend any 
security changes within an office. 

So we continue to do that. We have the criteria. I would be 
happy to share that with you as well. But we have a wonderful di-
rector of security services bureau who sets that criteria. We work 
very closely with the House Sergeant at Arms so that when the as-
sessment is complete and the recommendations are made, we still 
scrub that to make sure that it is in fact what will keep you, your 
staff, your constituents safe in whatever building, office that you 
may be in, whether it is here or in your district. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I appreciate that, and thank the chairman. I 
think the only security measure we have is we have two pieces of 
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tape to determine whether our assailant is 5 feet or 6 feet as they 
go out the door. That is a little after the fact. Thank you. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Bishop. 

SECURITY FUND FOR MEMBER DISTRICT OFFICES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And Chief, welcome, and welcome to all of your team. 
Let me just join my colleagues in thanking you for the job that 

you do in providing security for the Members, our staff, and for the 
thousands of visitors that come to the Capitol, as well as your con-
cerns for our district offices. 

I want to follow up on the last line of questioning that Mr. 
LaTourette was pursuing, certainly in light of the Tucson shoot-
ings. Last year, the subcommittee accepted an amendment that I 
offered, after some significant discussion with the Sergeant at 
Arms, to transfer a million dollars from the Member transition ac-
tivities to increase the Capitol Police fund to establish a security 
fund for Member district offices and upgrades, because there were 
guidelines following the Giffords incident. The Sergeant at Arms, 
in conjunction with the Capitol Police, did issue the guidelines and 
suggested best practices for security, both for our Capitol offices as 
well as our district offices. And of course, much of that required 
some physical security upgrades and required the Sergeant at 
Arms, in conjunction with the Capitol Police, for offices that re-
quested it, to send their districts teams who actually conducted 
physical assessments and made recommendations. Of course, that 
MRA did not cover the additional threats that we encountered last 
year. There was a 5 percent and then a 6 percent reduction in our 
MRAs. But we also became aware of the need to do these upgrades. 

So how do you plan on implementing this security fund for dis-
trict offices? What is the status of compliance with Members? Be-
cause one of the things that we were asked to do was to establish 
a person within our district offices that had a responsibility specifi-
cally for security, and to arrange for security with local law en-
forcement wherever we travel throughout our districts. I have a 
district that consists of 32 counties, which is about a fifth of the 
land area of the State of Georgia. So every time I travel, I have 
got to have coordination through my staff with the local sheriffs, 
the local police departments in the destination where I am going 
so that they know I am coming. So can you discuss this issue? 

Furthermore, in coordination with the Sergeant at Arms office, 
will you be making any new recommendations to Members as we 
go into the new Congress and as Members begin to set up their of-
fices? Our leases will be up for renewal and those Members coming 
back and the new Members will be executing new leases. Will there 
be some criteria that are made clear for Members in setting up 
their offices for the 113th Congress? 

Chief MORSE. All right. With respect to the threat assessments 
and the offices, the status that I have, and they have the numbers, 
they may not be totally correct, but I think we had about 257 re-
quests for Member offices reviews and assessments, using the con-
tractor as well as Capitol Police, of which 31 offices, made orders 
to make those changes. 
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We are, the Capitol Police, is funded, obviously, and from a his-
torical perspective of how much we do and how often we do it, are 
funded to continue to go out upon request and the approval of the 
House Sergeant at Arms do assessments. And I would believe, and 
I do not want to speak for the responsible entity with respect to 
the contract and so forth, but we would anticipate that that would 
continue. So, in other words, if you were to go to a new district of-
fice you could request an assessment of your office, and we would 
go about making the assessment and recommendations to ensure 
that you have a properly set up office and that you have safeguards 
there for the various threats that we face. So we are prepared to 
continue to do our threat assessments and make recommendations 
to the Members for their safety. 

Mr. BISHOP. The million dollars that we transferred to the Cap-
itol Police security fund for the district offices, it is a very small 
amount of money. I understand, on the Senate side, they have sub-
stantially more money set aside for that purpose. But last year was 
a very, very tight budget year. Is there any way that you can add 
to that? Is that million dollars sufficient in light of what we will 
need going into the next Congress? I mean, that was almost a place 
holder, from my discussions. Is that sufficient, or have you utilized 
it? Are you going to utilize it? It is very difficult for us to take MRA 
money in order to do those physical upgrades. 

Chief MORSE. Right. I think, and I may not be understanding 
your question, I apologize if I am not, but the money that we are 
provided is for the actual assessment itself. The MRA, the money 
provided there is, as I understand it, would be the recommendation 
that the Capitol Police makes for your office would then be ap-
proved, and then that approval would then lead to the expenditures 
of those funds, if approved. 

Mr. BISHOP. Expenditure of funds from my MRA? 
Chief MORSE. That is correct. Not from our budget. 
Mr. BISHOP. The money you set aside is being utilized by your 

people to go out and perform the assessments, the travel and—— 
Chief MORSE. Yeah, from a historical perspective of how much we 

do and—— 
Mr. BISHOP. And I guess with the contractors, too. 
Chief MORSE. Just for the Capitol Police piece of, actually trav-

eling to, the per diem and the stay time and travel and all that, 
is provided to the Capitol Police to make the assessment. We do 
not receive any money to actually provide the upgrades or buy the 
upgrades. We simply make the recommendation from our security 
professionals. And then once that is approved, then the process, I 
believe, goes to a different entity other than the Capitol Police for 
distribution of funding to actually implement that. And I am sure 
that—or at least I believe, if I recall, I think it was reasonable to 
say that some are more than others, obviously, depending upon the 
environment in which they work. But I think that it seemed to be 
reasonable to me that the cap that was there would provide the 
level of security that you would need. But that is beyond where my 
responsibility is. 

Mr. BISHOP. Right. I guess what I am asking, do you need more 
than the million dollars? I think you said that assessments were 
provided for and there were 31 that actually did the upgrades? If 
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all of the offices were to request that going into the new Congress, 
do you need more? Would you need more? That is the question. 

Chief MORSE. I understand. First, we were not appropriated the 
money in the bill. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Actually, in the conference report, the million 
dollars that we put in the House, the Senate did not agree to. So 
that money was not available for anybody. But I think that is what 
we are talking about, that is a good concept to pursue. 

Chief MORSE. And with that, the assessments would be con-
ducted, they would be approved, and then the payment for that 
would be beyond what the Capitol Police is responsible for. But I 
think that we would certainly have a part in giving any guidance 
or direction on the criteria set for the offices and how much it costs 
on an average to make sure it is taken care of. 

Mr. BISHOP. Ultimate responsibility for that falls under the Ser-
geant at Arms, right? 

Chief MORSE. The Sergeant, the House Sergeant at Arms is re-
sponsible for the Members of the House, security. The Capitol Po-
lice certainly are in partnership with them to execute the needs 
that we talked about in our budget today to actually safeguard the 
Members. So I think that the requests are all vetted. I mean, it is 
not one eye looking at these things. It is quite a few people. And 
the decisions that we make are collective decisions that are ulti-
mately approved by the House Sergeant at Arms for security. 

Mr. BISHOP. While I know that we are concerned about the secu-
rity of Members, I wanted to emphasize that even more important 
are the staffs and our constituents that visit us in our offices and 
in our town hall meetings. They, too, are exposed. The security we 
provide therefore is security for them as well. 

Chief MORSE. We would agree. And I would just say for the 
record that any security posture or operation or technology that we 
use is not specific to any one individual. It is about everyone who 
is in that environment, whether it be in a building, an open envi-
ronment, a district office. We are concerned about everyone. 

Mr. BISHOP. I just did not want it to appear that I was purely 
concerned about Member safety. I am concerned about everybody’s 
safety. I think this committee would take that posture. We want 
to make sure that the public, which includes Members and staff 
and visitors, are protected. 

Chief MORSE. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
I have got some more questions that I am going to submit for the 

record. But we have a little time, if members have another ques-
tion.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE EARTHQUAKE

And one thing, Chief, I would love for you to comment on the sit-
uation that happened this summer with the earthquake. I was not 
here. But I understand there was a lot of concern on you all’s part, 
on the people that were here, the staff, some of the Members. And 
unfortunately, sometimes it is these events that occur that we are 
not expecting that we tend to learn from, like with Gabby Giffords 
last year. So maybe can you tell us anything that you all learned 
in the midst of this kind of tragedy? Does this help you plan for 
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other things? Or are you always ready? But what, if anything, did 
you learn from that overall situation? 

Chief MORSE. Well, first, I was in the Capitol building when we 
had the earthquake. And I have never been in an earthquake. So 
I wasn’t sure what was going on. But I think that all the things 
that we have planned, and I have said this before here in the hear-
ings, is that we only do three things: We lock down and defend, we 
shelter in place; or we evacuate. And that is what we practice. Be-
cause the decision-making to do those things—I mean, it could be 
aliens coming down, and I mean, we would do the same three 
things. So we practice that very hard. The decision-making part 
sometimes comes very quickly. And you have a lot of things to 
evaluate.

So, in other words, I actually took command of the situation be-
cause I was here, and I was a part of it. And one of the first things 
that went through my mind was evacuation or not to evacuate. 
Well, not just based on, is it an earthquake, but am I sending peo-
ple out into harm’s way? So all that type of stuff is evaluated very 
quickly. In other words, was that an earthquake, or was that a 
blast concussion? Will something else occur? So all that was made 
very quickly. 

I found out that during many events that we have had on the 
Hill, from 9/11 to the air security evacuations we did several times, 
that there is a self-evacuation that happens, and it is hard to slow 
down or control. People’s reaction is generally to go. And so one of 
the first things I said on the radio was probably the worst thing 
we could do right now is try to stop anybody from running down 
the halls or out the doors, is to kind of facilitate that, once I had 
determined that there was nothing in harm’s way, and then to exe-
cute a controlled evacuation. And then everyone, the staff, the com-
munity, the visitors, everyone did a wonderful job. 

And they went to where they practiced to go, whether it is a fire 
alarm or a water flow alarm, or any of the other types of alarms 
we have, or air security threats where we evacuate the building. 
Everybody moved at a quick pace, but very calmly and efficiently, 
to their locations so that we could communicate with them. 

So I think from a decision-making standpoint in a crisis, there 
are a few things as a police officer and as a commander that you 
have to do and make decisions on. But I think the three things that 
we practice with the staff worked very well. 

I think one of the lessons that I learned, and I have learned this 
before, is that your BlackBerrys, cell phones, iPods and all those 
other things, they just do not work because everybody is trying to 
use one. So you cannot rely on those. And you know, radio systems, 
direct radio systems or coms, are the best alternative to that, espe-
cially if you are in close quarters like we are, which is another rea-
son for our radio modernization project. For crises like this, not 
only can we continue to communicate with each other, but we can 
communicate with our partners. 

So I think one lesson learned is to have a plan. That was one 
of the things that we have always been talking about. Have a plan, 
not only from law enforcement, but in your respective offices. Have 
a plan to communicate with your offices when you are not sitting 
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there together so that you can check on each other and your anx-
iety levels can come down. 

And then from the entities that work up here together, you 
know, a radio system works very well. And I know, if I may, from 
the House emergency management team that we work very closely 
with, and who supports us and supports this community during a 
crisis, had that capability to communicate with each other. And 
they have established that so that we can continue to work to-
gether, not only as the crisis happens, but all the follow-up things 
that happen after it, to include any potential long or existing times 
away from the building. We executed an opening of the Senate at 
a relocation site, something that we practiced often, and something 
that took place that particular day. 

So some lessons learned were communications. Evacuation is ob-
viously always a concern. There is a lot of self-evacuation during 
a crisis, and you have to be able to manage that as calmly as you 
can. And we are now adding earthquakes to our plans of action. 
And hopefully we will not have another one other than the tremors 
that we have been experiencing since the main one. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. How about tsunamis? 
Chief MORSE. Well, we have the reflecting pool out here. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I think we are safe. 
Chief MORSE. So I do not know if we can get a large wave out 

of that. But we definitely have now I think covered just about 
every single thing that can possibly happen to us. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Honda. 

COMPREHENSIVE EVACUATION EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS PLAN

Mr. HONDA. Just to follow up on that, I understand what you 
had told us. And 8 or 9 years now, I have been asking for a com-
prehensive evacuation emergency plan that includes communica-
tions. And you may communicate among your own team, you may 
communicate with each office through the one-way radio system. 
And I will say it again, that one-way radio system annunciator is 
a World War II technology. If you are going to have three kinds of 
responses that you are looking at, you still have to communicate 
with the personnel on the ground, and they have to be able to know 
where the event is. And someone in the headquarters needs to be 
able to see and direct the number of folks on the different levels 
of each building in order to do that correctly, to avoid jamming up 
one exit, or avoiding the exit that needs to be avoided by each floor. 
There are ways to do this to understand how many people are in 
each floor and each building and be able to communicate multiple 
ways in real time. You have not achieved that. 

And I think that whether it is the emergency team or the coordi-
nation of different entities that need to do that, we need to make 
sure that we have at least a conceptual plan on how you are going 
to approach it. 

This will be my 10th year. I am not going to leave this year with-
out some plan with the coordination of understanding how you are 
going to be able to communicate with each office. Each office can 
communicate among themselves and be told you have to have a 
plan. But your offices, or the emergency center, wherever that is, 
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or whatever team that is, we have to have one plan to be able to 
coordinate and move people around on this Hill. I think we have 
that overall responsibility. We should have learned that from 9/11. 
And I do not want to see Members running out of buildings in half 
panic because someone said there is a plane flying over, get out. 
That is not instructive; it is not helpful. 

And so, you know, I just want to be real clear again this is a task 
I think that the group of folks who are responsible for the safety 
and welfare of our folks on this Hill needs to come up with. Let 
us know what the costs are. Then let us be responsible for saying 
yes or no. 

But the lack of a plan, a complete plan of communications, be-
cause I think that communication is the key between the areas of 
responsibility we have on this Hill, is still lacking. And I am hop-
ing that the different entities—I am still not clear who has respon-
sibility for what arena, Sergeant at Arms, police, Capitol Police, the 
CIA, the FBI, you know, whatever. If the Senate side does not 
want to do it, then let’s just have a plan in place and ready to go 
for this side. 

And I know that we have issues around upgrading our buildings 
and having remodeling everything, but that should not become a 
barrier from effecting a plan and coming up with the concept on 
how we are going to do this. We have a big concern about cyberse-
curity. This is one of them. And I think that we have the tech-
nology available to sit down with somebody, the folks who under-
stand this, and help us come up with a plan. So hopefully you can 
meet with your emergency team, come up with a distribution of re-
sponsibilities so that it looks like one organism, and come back 
with a written plan that will give us some sense that these things 
have been taken into consideration in order for us to be able to 
evacuate a building, an area, identify an area where the event is, 
and telling us how you are going to move people through that 
building to get out safely. Building more doors and ingress and 
egress is helpful, but if folks do not know where things are and do 
not know where the events are, they do not know how to make a 
good decision unless someone is communicating from some central 
area. That has to, in my opinion, has to be done. 

And on the area of district security, I shared with my colleagues 
my concern about it, but I also understand that it is our responsi-
bility. And if you have sets of to-dos for Members, whether they are 
new or not, Members who are going to be a new district, because 
redistricts happened this time, that all of these kinds of things 
could be thought of and shared with the Members, and the Mem-
bers will have to take the responsibilities, because we didn’t. We 
were not successful in putting the money in for a more active par-
ticipation in this plan. 

So hopefully these things will come into play, and I appreciate 
your time. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Do you want to comment on that, or we will take 
that as a comment? 

Chief MORSE. I will take it as a comment. 
Mr. HONDA. It is not a comment. It is a direction that I want to 

see happen. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. Take it as a direction. 
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Mr. HONDA. Some outcome, at some time in the future; at least 
come back with a written plan that says that we can look at it and 
vet.

Chief MORSE. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, sir. 

UNION SQUARE JURISDICTION TRANSFER

Mr. BISHOP. I have got two questions. On January 24, 2012, Roll 
Call did an article concerning the transfer of Union Square in front 
of the Capitol from the National Park Service to the Architect of 
the Capitol. I assume that there was a security reason for that 
transfer, because as I understand it, when the National Park Serv-
ice had jurisdiction over it, the National Park Service Police were 
responsible for policing it. 

Was that transfer done to enhance the security of the Capitol 
Building complex? 

Chief MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. BISHOP. So that would mean that it would be the Capitol Po-

lice’s area of responsibility once the transfer was made. 
Chief MORSE. Once the transfer is made, it becomes the property 

of the Architect of the Capitol, buildings and grounds, which is the 
jurisdiction of the Capitol Police. 

Mr. BISHOP. There was in the article a comment by an attorney 
who represents protest groups, who indicated that the National 
Park Service had created criteria for granting permits for protests, 
but that the Capitol Police did not have a similar policy. The attor-
ney was expressing some concern that the Capitol Police policy was 
spotty, and that there might be some problem with protesters hav-
ing access. I just wanted to bring that to your attention so that, 
going forward, whatever procedures and criteria are set can be 
standardized.

PROGRESS REPORT ON THE DISCRIMINATION LAWSUIT

The second question I had is a little more pointed. I wanted to 
ask you if you could give a progress report on the 2001 discrimina-
tion lawsuit that was filed by Capitol Police Lieutenant Sharon 
Blackmon-Malloy as the lead plaintiff. It was a class action on be-
half of 200 African American officers who alleged that they were 
denied promotions, retaliated against, unfairly disciplined or fired 
because of their race. I understand that 19 of the plaintiffs with-
drew from the case, but that the remaining plaintiffs are still pur-
suing their legal options. What is the progress of the case, and is 
the resolution near? 

Chief MORSE. The status report would be that it is still in litiga-
tion. And, of course, in litigation, the agency can’t comment on the 
specifics, but from a judicial sense it is in the process. It has been 
handled in accordance to the way the judicial process wants it to 
go. So that is where we are right now with that. 

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. I understand that you can’t really comment 
on the specifics of the case. I guess what I am really asking is 
whether or not progress is being made. Are there settlement dis-
cussions under way? Are you preparing to actually litigate? What 
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is the status of that without going into the merits of the case one 
way or the other? 

Chief MORSE. Well, I think what I could do is have my Office of 
General Counsel, provide you with, either in person or in writing, 
a more detailed brief than I could provide you here, and that might 
be helpful in answering your question. 

Mr. BISHOP. That would be acceptable to me. I would just hope 
that maybe he could do both so that the record of the committee 
proceedings would reflect the written response. And I would be de-
lighted to have an in-person visit by the general counsel in order 
to get briefed on it. But I do think it is important for whatever your 
response is to be a part of the record that is here. 

Chief MORSE. Okay. 
Mr. BISHOP. And I would like to ask the chairman when that is 

submitted to make it a part of the record of the hearing. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I would be happy to do that. 
[The information follows:] 
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EMERGENCY PLANNING

Mr. CRENSHAW. One thing, Chief, when I asked you about, what 
you might have learned from the earthquake, what you learned 
from tragedies—like you mentioned a couple of times we have had 
people invade our airspace, and I think you said the first thing you 
learned is to make sure that you have a plan. I guess in conjunc-
tion with Mr. Honda’s questions, I think we all assume there is a 
plan, but I don’t want us to leave thinking there isn’t a plan. 
Maybe you could talk a little bit about, in conjunction with the 
comments that Mr. Honda made, what those plans are. 

Chief MORSE. Sure, absolutely. I think that if I understand—I 
don’t want to speak for Mr. Honda, but he will correct me if I’m 
wrong. First of all, we do have plans. Obviously we have plans. We 
executed them, and very successfully. Each entity has plans. We 
are partners in those plans. We drill on those plans routinely, and 
we have been very effective with them. 

With respect to, I think, the question that Mr. Honda has is that 
the current technology, the current information systems, the way 
we go about notification through PA systems, enunciators, emails, 
cell phones, BlackBerrys, and things of that nature, I think his 
question is he would like to see that be more comprehensive, that 
it fall under one entity, and that it involves some technology in our 
buildings where we can see each floor; in other words, camera sys-
tems that we can see each floor, PA systems that we can say, hey, 
the doorway is blocked, go to the other end, type of situation. And 
that is the comprehensive plan instituting technology that he 
would like to see here on the Capitol campus. 

But with respect to evacuation plans, shelter in place, lock down 
the facilities and defend the buildings are all planned, all trained, 
and we have executed them, and the staff do a very good job of 
being good partners in that. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, the electronic door construction 
that—I guess it was implemented sometime in the last year and a 
half or 2 years—so that each segment of the Capitol and the office 
buildings have those sliding doors which allow somebody to hit a 
switch and seal off portions of every building that we have on the 
campus. I assume that that is the case because I know that at cer-
tain times of day and during certain events, those doors don’t auto-
matically open when you approach them. They are locked down. 
Who controls that? You give an order, and somebody in the Archi-
tect of the Capitol’s office then executes the button to lock down 
particular sections? 

Chief MORSE. Well, the ability during a lockdown of the campus 
is directed by the police and executed by the police. In some cases 
it is electronic, and in some cases it is manually done. I won’t get 
into the specifics of that because—— 

Mr. BISHOP. That would be inappropriate. 
Chief MORSE. That wouldn’t be appropriate. But, yes, the police 

execute the lockdown, and in some cases, it is done electronically, 
and sometimes it is done manually. 

Mr. HONDA. For what purpose? 
Chief MORSE. Well, for instance, we have done lockdowns when 

we have had—most recently that I can think of, we did a lockdown 
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on the Senate side because we had a man who was trying to get 
us to kill him. Suicide by cop. 

Mr. HONDA. So to isolate certain areas. 
Chief MORSE. Right. So in other words, the subject was outside. 

We wanted to keep him outside, and we wanted to keep people 
away from coming in and out of the building or him getting into 
the building. 

Mr. HONDA. These are doors at different levels of the building? 
Chief MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. HONDA. They are outside? You secure the outside perimeter? 
Chief MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. HONDA. Inside, what purpose do those walls have; stopping 

ventilation and spreading smoke, stopping people or guiding them 
downstairs or what? I mean, is there a plan around the utilization 
of those doors in the hallways? 

Chief MORSE. A plan for utilization of doors in the hallways? 
Well, with respect to fire, I mean, they are activated to close off 
areas, contain areas, and keep people from going to certain places, 
yes. And then—— 

Mr. HONDA. And between the doors, if I may, are there exit 
points between those doors so people can evacuate the area, or— 
and do you know where those people are in real time so you can 
guide them out? 

Chief MORSE. Not always do we know where people are in real 
time because there are not camera systems in every single location 
in all of the buildings. But what we do know is that our evacuation 
plans, which are provided to each office, and the route that they 
need to take are designed for the most closest and expeditious way 
to get out of the building during any event. 

Mr. HONDA. How do you know which exits you take at each floor 
if they don’t know where the event is taking place? Those are my 
points. I mean, you may have the three plans. 

Chief MORSE. Well, you know, but—— 
Mr. HONDA. And you may be able to—— 
Chief MORSE. But let me add something here so we make this 

real. I understand what you are saying, but events unfold very rap-
idly, and we don’t want to get into a situation where I tell you to 
go to that end of the hallway, and now the threat is standing down 
there. So what we have is we have police who respond to incidents. 
Police officers contain those incidents, and we give people direction. 
We can’t, with the technology that we have today, be talking 
through PA systems—in my opinion. This is my opinion. Someone 
can disagree—— 

Mr. HONDA. You can’t, I agree. You should have the equipment. 
Chief MORSE [continuing]. To move people to one end, and now 

the situation has changed, and now we are trying to catch up to 
that. So, our plan is to have the best design plan of what people 
are to do while they are in the building, and when we want them 
to get out of the building, when we want them to shelter in place, 
and we give them those instructions, and then we train them in 
those instructions. 

Mr. HONDA. The officers? 
Chief MORSE. No, the staff, and we hope that the staff follows 

those instructions during emergency events, and that they also 
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caretake for the people who are constituents that are actually in 
the building. 

But when the police give direction, or there is a plan direction, 
we know what that is. We know where you are going. We know 
how you are getting there. We know where the threat is, and we 
are going to go address that threat. But we have to be very careful 
if we are going to spend a lot of money on telling—telling people 
in the hallway what exactly is going on versus getting them some-
place safe, because we may be delaying that, or putting them in 
harm’s way. 

So I think that we can work together, though, on finding sort of 
a good solution to the use of technology, and maybe perhaps tech-
nology that will get the word out quicker, but I think when you 
have 23,000 people on a daily basis that you are trying to give di-
rection to, that a preplanned, and pretrained, routes are the best 
solution.

But I think we should just be careful that we don’t go down the 
path of too much technology, because, we found, as in the earth-
quake, that some of the wonderful technology that we use every 
day doesn’t work very well. So, and some of the sort of—— 

Mr. HONDA. That is my point. 
Chief MORSE. Yeah. And, I don’t disagree with you. I just want 

to make sure that, as the chairman said, that if you understand, 
we have a plan, and we train in that plan, and our staff trains in 
that plan, and you do a very good job. And we think that you 
should stick with that. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Chief, let me just interrupt to say, I think some-
times Members are the last to know. I mean, my staff will come 
in, and they have been contacted, they have been trained. I am not 
sure I know exactly what to do, but they all know what to do. They 
know where the gas masks are, and I think you all do a good job 
of executing. 

Mr. BISHOP. And the drills, too. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Yeah. We probably all ought to go back and 

check a little bit ourselves. 
Chief MORSE. My father always tells me that people will focus on 

a negative. They never focus much on the positives as they do the 
negatives. There is a lot of positive comments and accolades that 
have occurred during some of these critical events that we don’t 
focus on, and some of them are in direct contradiction to some of 
the negative. 

Mr. BISHOP. Yes. 
Chief MORSE. And I don’t criticize either one. I am just saying, 

you as an individual, and you are placed in a situation where you 
are not a law enforcement officer, a firefighter, a military per-
sonnel, where you are not trained in situations like that, your per-
ceptions and how you react are going to be very different from per-
son to person to person. And so we can’t necessarily react to the 
negative comments and actually exacerbate the problem. We have 
to, from a professional standpoint, find the best solution between 
technology and just the good old-fashioned way to get people out 
of these buildings as quickly as we possibly can when we need 
them to, but also be able to keep them there when we need them 
to as well and safeguard them. It is a very difficult task. 
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Mr. BISHOP. Chief, a couple of years ago I was involved in a situ-
ation in the Rayburn Building. I actually had been to the Pentagon 
for an event, and as I came back, my car was parked in my space 
in the Rayburn Building, but apparently there had been what was 
thought to be gunshots. It turned out ultimately to be somebody 
transporting sheetrock that actually fell off the cart and hit the 
concrete and sounded like gunfire. 

An alert went out, and there was a lockdown. That whole section 
of the Rayburn parking lot was sealed off immediately. SWAT offi-
cers were there, and all personnel, everybody was prohibited from 
going to that area. 

I was trying to catch a flight. My luggage and everything was in 
my trunk of the car. My car was in the parking lot, and I was try-
ing to get to the airport. This was 4 o’clock. I had a 6 o’clock flight. 
So the only thing I could do was go to the Rayburn Building and 
express my concern to the officers in charge who were trying to 
check out the situation. 

Eventually they were able to say, well, we will try to get you to 
your car. And it took a SWAT team employing a military maneu-
ver; that is one rushes out to the car, three of them looking both 
ways with AK–47s pointed, saying, ‘‘come and get your luggage 
out.’’

So I ended up having to leave my car. But I got my luggage, and 
then walked down to Cannon to catch a cab to get to the airport. 
I thought it was executed in a very professional way though. They 
had to react to what was happening on the spot before they were 
able to clear the area. 

Chief MORSE. Well, I was the deputy chief in charge of that 
scene, so you can thank me for the SWAT team, and I also can tell 
you that the word was getting back to me that you were stuck and 
couldn’t get to your flight. 

But, yeah, we were searching for what we thought—it was in 
July, August of 2006, was in the Rayburn House Office Building, 
and, yeah, we had to do a lockdown internally, and we had a mas-
sive effort to find out. And then, of course, there were the ghost 
calls of, there is more shots being fired and people moving. 

Mr. BISHOP. People were running when they heard it. People 
thought that the sounds were the gunmen running, and so there 
were all kinds of rumors flying in that regard. 

Chief MORSE. But I think that that is a good example of, the 
types of things that we deal with and how amenable we are to 
helping our Members. So the SWAT team was happy to help you 
on that. 

Mr. BISHOP. I did catch the plane. 
Chief MORSE. I must say, though, that at the time we had al-

ready cleared that particular area, but just to safeguard the Mem-
ber, we took him down to help him out. So—— 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Anybody else? 
Mr. HONDA. Just a last comment. I don’t question your sense of 

importance about our safety, but I do question whether you are 
open enough to look at incidences that may occur that have not— 
that could be anticipated and planned around by looking at what 
it is that you need to effect that kind of a security; being able to 
communicate with your folks on the ground, because the last time 
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I was told while on the seventh floor of Longworth, we had an offi-
cer come up to the seventh floor and tell you where to go. And I 
thought to myself, the officer is going to have more things to do on 
the ground. If he is going up the stairs, because you can’t use the 
elevator, he will be going upstream of people coming down. 

And so, you know, I think there has got to be a lot of exercises 
on what ifs, and not be confined to those things that you have al-
ready been used to or exposed to. And the thing about incidents is 
that sometimes they are unanticipated. No one ever thought there 
would be a 5.6 earthquake here. Californians, we just shrugged it, 
but everybody else thought it could have been anything from a ter-
rorist attack to whatever, and when that happens with people, they 
panic. And knowing how to respond and getting information from 
authorities that say, we know what is going on, and being able to 
communicate that. 

I use BlackBerrys all the time, and you may say it gets jammed, 
but we cannot—we cannot depend upon serendipity of the use of 
our BlackBerrys and whether it is going to get jammed or not. We 
have to have a plan, and I beseech you to work with your col-
leagues and the emergency team to at least come back with a con-
ceptual idea of what you think you are going to need in technology 
to bring us up to date, because the Capital of this country, the 
greatest country in the world, the marching of innovation occurs, 
and we are still using what we think we are comfortable with. It 
is not going to be acceptable if something ever happens. I am ada-
mant; I am not angry, but I am just adamant. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, right after 9/11, I think former Con-
gressman Ney was chairman of House Administration. Because of 
the pandemonium that occurred on Capitol Hill, the House Admin-
istration authorized Members and Members’ families, spouses in 
particular, to have BlackBerrys so that they could have the instant 
emergency communication. It is my understanding that because of 
the anxieties that Members have with regard to the status of fam-
ily members who may be on or off the Hill, it was put in place as 
a security measure this policy so that Members and their families 
could be in communication. That is still the policy, as I understand 
it.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I think I know when they did that. I think this 
committee absorbed the cost of that. I don’t know the status. We 
ought to see what the current status of that is. 

Mr. BISHOP. I think it comes out of our MRA, but I think it was 
authorized.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Use of the MRA plan. 
Mr. BISHOP. Yes, for family members to have an official Black-

Berry, except for the security. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. And I think at that time we even actually sup-

plemented. I mean, it was almost like above and beyond. I don’t 
know what the status is today, but maybe that is something that 
we ought to make sure if it is in place today. 

Well, Chief, we thank you for your testimony today, and we all 
appreciate the fact that you have got a tough job, you and your 
staff. And you hear Mr. Bishop talking about the SWAT team es-
corting him, and in general we feel pretty safe, and sometimes we 
kind of take it for granted. 
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Mr. BISHOP. It was a little scary. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. But again, thank you for what you do. Thank 

you for being here today. 
This meeting will be adjourned, until tomorrow at 10 a.m. when 

we hear from the Architect of the Capitol. 
Chief MORSE. Thank you, sir. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Crenshaw fol-

low:]
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[Questions for the record submitted by Ranking Member Honda 
follow:]
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2012. 

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

WITNESS

HON. STEPHEN T. AYERS, FAIA, LEED AP, ARCHITECT OF THE CAP-
ITOL

CHAIRMAN REMARKS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Let me call this meeting to order, and I am going 
to right now ask for the testimony from the Architect of the Cap-
itol. Stephen Ayers is here, we will submit your formal statement 
for the record. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS

Mr. AYERS. Wonderful. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Honda, 
and Mr. Bishop, for the opportunity to testify today regarding the 
fiscal year 2013 budget. Our mission is to serve Congress and the 
American people as well as to maintain the historic buildings en-
trusted to our care. We know firsthand the challenges associated 
with preserving our historic buildings, and we have a great deal of 
experience in planning for our future requirements. However, de-
spite our best efforts to anticipate and to make needed repairs 
along the way, our buildings continue to age, and they become 
more difficult and costly to maintain. 

Making necessary improvements requires significant investment, 
and today our backlog of deferred maintenance is more than $1.6 
billion. As we developed this budget, we worked to prioritize our ef-
forts to ensure that every resource goes towards the most-needed 
work, realizing that we must balance our stewardship responsibil-
ities with fiscal responsibilities. 

REALIZING EFFICIENCIES

I also realize that it is my responsibility, Mr. Chairman, to find 
ways to work faster, smarter, and cheaper in our efforts in reduc-
ing the costs of carrying out our daily operations and projects. I 
thought I would give you just a few examples. This year we re-
duced our overtime expenditures by 22 percent. We have done that 
by adjusting work schedules, by supervisors being real supervisors 
and carefully scrutinizing every bit of overtime we work. That has 
saved millions of dollars. 

We have implemented temporary, targeted hiring freezes last 
year, and are delaying filling vacant positions. We have eliminated 
15 positions. In addition, we have let go six part-time and rehired 
annuitants, allowing us to reinvest those dollars in deferred main-
tenance projects. 
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In the Rayburn Building, instead of replacing some worn-out es-
calator stairs, we bought refurbished ones and saved a half a mil-
lion dollars. 

We have even looked at all of our publications throughout our 
agency and our subscription services and there we cut out $50,000. 
Our new Director of IT Services has consolidated our computer 
servers from 200 to 10, saving over $200,000. 

And we worked to reduce energy and water consumption across 
the campus, and, in doing so, saving energy and saving water saves 
money. We reduced energy consumption considerably campuswide 
last year, resulting in $2.5 million in cost avoidances this year. We 
have implemented free cooling at the Capitol Power Plant, saving 
half a million dollars a year. And in the House offices alone, we 
have saved 75 million gallons of water last year as compared to the 
previous year. 

As a result of these and other savings, we were able to reduce 
our budget request for capital projects to $161 million, a 10 percent 
decrease from our 2012 request. Nearly $50 million of this will go 
towards projects that specifically address life-safety, infrastructure, 
and security projects. 

For fiscal year 2013, we are recommending deferral of nearly 
$203 million of work that is ready to go due to fiscal constraints. 
This is obviously a calculated risk, because these projects will only 
grow more costly over time. 

So as stewards of the Capitol campus, we are obviously com-
mitted to working with the Congress to ensure that proper invest-
ments are made at the right time, and, in doing so, this will ensure 
that our national treasures are preserved for generations to come. 

Mr. Chairman, thanks to a great AOC team, we have made real-
ly good progress in implementing projects on time and on budget 
this last year, and we are working really hard to be world-class 
leaders in what we do. And in order to do so, we have got to invest 
in new strategies for facilities maintenance, energy conservation, 
security, and historic preservation, and we will do so by effectively 
managing our resources, reinvesting money where we can, and re-
questing dollars when we need to. 

This concludes my statement, and I would be happy to answer 
any questions you may have. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ayers follows:] 



203



204



205



206



207



208



209



210



211



212



213



214



215



216



217



218



219



220



221



222

RIGHT-SIZING STAFF

Mr. CRENSHAW. Let me point out to the subcommittee, this $92 
million increase is about 18 percent more than last year. And we 
recognize that a lot of your projects—or a lot of your costs are 
project driven, and then you also have some people issues, too. You 
have pointed to some of the ways you tried to control the spending. 

You mentioned some of the things about FTEs, but I know in 
your request you are going to ask for some more. What are you 
doing in terms of the tour guides, and the gift shop employees, 
things like that, those kind of people as opposed to just a construc-
tion project? How are you dealing with the limited resources we 
have got there? 

Mr. AYERS. So certainly regarding the Capitol Visitor Center tour 
guides and visitor assistants, I think we have about 130 of them 
now, there are potential savings that we can achieve there in the 
future by going to different shifts, or going to seasonal employment 
that enables us to ride out the peaks and lows and have the right 
number of people at the right time. So we are looking to implement 
that strategy this coming year. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Is that reflected in your budget request? I mean, 
are you anticipating being able to have some savings there, or are 
you going to end up needing more people? 

Mr. AYERS. No, we anticipate savings from what we have re-
quested.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. 
Mr. Honda, have you got a question or two before we go and 

vote?

SETTING BUDGET PRIORITIES

Mr. HONDA. Yes, very quickly. I guess the bottom line is this: 
That you have gone through your budget. You have trimmed and 
cut where you could, and done a great job of looking at your budget 
and looking at the future. So I appreciate that, and also appreciate 
that what you are putting into the budget are requests that are 
going to be help to us, and it is going to be impacting us most di-
rectly. There is no other agency you hide behind. There is no OMB 
or anybody else. This is it, folks. 

But it is up to you whether you want to have the upgrades or 
do the safety or things that we need to do in terms of the infra-
structure. So the responsibility is on our shoulders to make the de-
cision whether we are going to move forward with the 17, 18 per-
cent increase in this budget. 

Having said that, if we say no, then we need to remind ourselves 
constantly that if something happens, that we make the decision 
on this household. If we don’t want the chillers when it is hot and 
muggy, we have to remind ourselves that it was us and not pick 
up the phone and yell at you; or you can say, this is a recording. 
The leadership of the subcommittee made a decision on your behalf 
and, you know, suck it up. 

And so I am just trying to let you know that I understand what 
it is you are trying to tell us, and that it is your recommendation, 
our decision, and so I appreciate that. 

And I yield. 
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Mr. AYERS. We are hopeful, Mr. Honda, of being able to provide 
you the right tools to enable easy and swift decisionmaking with 
this project prioritization process—to make those decisions easy. 
We recognize that you will have to make some decisions, and it is 
our responsibility to make that easy and swift for you. 

ADDRESSING WORKPLACE ISSUES

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. Ayers, I appreciate the challenges you have trying to main-

tain the old historic architecture and keeping it from deteriorating 
with less money. 

Let me ask you about human resources issues. In September, 
Roll Call published an article indicating that the Office of Compli-
ance had received 105 new requests for counseling and 86 new re-
quests for mediation based on workplace harassment in fiscal year 
2010. The majority of requests came from employees, former em-
ployees, applicants of the Architect of the Capitol, followed by the 
Capitol Police, the House, and the Senate. 

What are you doing to address these workplace issues? Do you 
have a diversity officer? Do you have a policy on workplace harass-
ment?

Mr. AYERS. Absolutely. First and foremost, Mr. Bishop, harass-
ment is not tolerated in the organization in any way, shape, or 
form. If employees feel harassed, we do encourage them to air their 
grievances and to seek ways of redress through the Office of Com-
pliance.

We certainly have an equal employment and conciliation pro-
gram office and a diversity officer as the head of that organization. 
We have a great policy of no harassment in the workplace, and we 
resend that policy out every single year to reinforce that. So I think 
we have the controls in place, we take it seriously, and we work 
to resolve any grievances that we have. 

The second thing that we are doing at the moment is, for the 
first time, we are doing an employee climate survey, which is ongo-
ing right now. We send out a survey to all of our employees and 
ask them, what are the issues facing you? Are there harassment 
issues or any other kind of employment issues that you are facing 
that you haven’t communicated to us? This is a great opportunity 
to do so. So we are looking forward to those results, and if we see 
those kinds of issues, we are going to put our focus and attention 
on them. 

Mr. BISHOP. I appreciate that. 

CAPITOL VISITOR CENTER MAINTENANCE

What have you found; has the maintenance for the Capitol Vis-
itor Center been what you expected, exceeded your expectations, or 
has it been less than what you had anticipated? I know the costs 
are much, much greater than we anticipated in construction, but 
the maintenance and operations costs, are they more or less what 
you expected or what? 

Mr. AYERS. So I think, generally speaking, we find that the qual-
ity of work has been good in the Capitol Visitor Center. I think we 
and our construction manager did a good job overseeing the con-
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struction and holding the contractors and our designers’ feet to the 
fire.

I think as in any new building that is now under your purview, 
as we walk through it day to day, and operate and maintain it, and 
have to change the light bulbs, and do the settings, we find things 
that we may have done a little differently. We find things are a lit-
tle more complicated than they could be; and we are working to 
make it a little easier. 

Today, I would say our maintenance costs are probably a little 
higher than what we expected, but as we get another year or two 
under our belts, and get the systems working in a way that we are 
comfortable in maintaining them, those costs will even out. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Let us stand in recess, and I think we will be 
able to be back in probably 15 minutes, if you don’t mind sitting 
tight. The Members can come back if they can. 

Mr. AYERS. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. We are in recess. 
[Recess.]

EARTHQUAKE IMPACTS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, we are back, so we will call the meeting 
back to order. We have had questions from Mr. Honda, and Mr. 
Bishop, and Mr. Calvert joined us. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. CALVERT. A 5.3 earthquake in California is like a rumble, 
but here it is a big deal. It’s something to be concerned about. I 
understand you put many hours into fixing plaster, but there was 
no major structural damage. Is that correct? 

Mr. AYERS. That is correct, Mr. Calvert, and we were surprised. 
You know, our old, unreinforced masonry buildings like the Capitol 
Building and the Cannon Building or the Russell Building really 
fared well, but our newer buildings that are steel framed with 
stone clad to the steel are designed to move a little more because 
steel obviously is a little more ductile than masonry. They moved, 
and our plaster surfaces had a number of cracks. We had a couple 
of water leaks, and that is about it. 

Mr. CALVERT. Those of us from California feel those earthquakes 
all the time. They make us feel at home. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Were you here for the earthquake here? 
Mr. CALVERT. No. I heard about it. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. Well, plan on being here next time. 
Mr. CALVERT. Okay. 
Mr. HONDA. I saw it on my video conferencing, and I said, you 

all got an earthquake going on. It was a, what, 5.6, 5.3? 
Mr. AYERS. 5.8, I think. 
Mr. HONDA. It was like rocking in the cradle. 

COGENERATION AT THE CAPITOL POWER PLANT

Mr. CRENSHAW. You have the cogeneration project and then the 
plant revitalization, I guess, there at $26 million. Is the $183 mil-
lion, for the air conditioning? 

Mr. AYERS. Absolutely, yes. We looked at all of our buildings and 
all of our projects, and put together a sort of a criticality matrix. 
We asked which of our facilities are most important to the mission 
of the Congress, and we are convinced that it is the Capitol Power 
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Plant, and the ability to make steam and chilled water to heat and 
cool our buildings so the Congress can undertake its work. If we 
can’t do that, then the Congress can’t meet here, and the Congress 
has to find another place to meet. So, making investments in the 
Capitol Power Plant are vitally important. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. That is the other part of the power plant. Update 
us on where we are in terms of cogeneration, we can either finance 
it by direct appropriations, and I think last year you talked about 
almost a lease purchase kind of situation where somebody comes 
in and builds it, we pay for it over the years, and it is kind of like 
long-term financing, but it is a way to leverage our dollars. 

Have we decided which way we are going to go? Please update 
us on that. First the cogeneration, because I would like to know 
how it fits in. Is it interrelated? It seems like one is the power, and 
one is the air conditioning, and you want to do them together. But 
first talk about the power part, and then we will talk about how 
you do them together or not together. 

Mr. AYERS. There are two projects. One is revitalization of the 
ability to make cold water, meaning air conditioning; that is the re-
vitalization project. The second is the ability to make heat in a 
more economical way, or steam. 

This is cogeneration, and it is essentially a large turbine, like a 
jet engine. We intend to install two large turbines that make elec-
tricity and, in the process of making electricity, also make heat. We 
use the heat to boil water, to make steam, to heat our buildings. 

So if we don’t do that, we have to make an investment in our 
old coal and natural gas boilers that are 60 years old. And we think 
that a much better way to ensure continuous steam service is using 
much newer and proven technology such as cogeneration systems. 

There are two ways to do that, as direct appropriations—and 
that could be $80 million or more—or we can finance it. There is 
legislation that enables Federal agencies to finance energy-savings 
projects, and this would be an energy-savings project. So we could 
enter into an agreement with a private company that would install 
the cogeneration system. Our energy usage would be reduced. We 
would be saving that money that would typically be appropriated 
for energy, and we would use that to pay back our vendor over 
time.

So for us, we think that is the smart route to go. If we can use 
somebody else’s money and save our appropriated dollars for focus-
ing on our deferred maintenance and capital renewal work, that is 
smart business for us today. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Have you decided yet? Have we made that deci-
sion?

Mr. AYERS. Yes. We are moving ahead with that. In fact, we have 
used appropriated dollars to start the design work already. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. And that makes sense. We are doing a lot 
more of that. You know, it is what the private sector does. We will 
end up paying; you know, there is a cost of money. 

Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. And we will pay for that, and that is part of it, 

otherwise we look at appropriations of $80- to $100 million. I guess 
GSA goes through a process, and they will pick somebody that will 
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finance it. They have gone through all of that kind of competitive 
selection process. 

Mr. AYERS. Yes, and GSA has done that a number of times at 
their facilities. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Where do they rank in terms of priority pro-
ducing the power versus fixing the air conditioning? 

Mr. AYERS. Obviously, we have put both forth in our request, and 
we think both need to be done, and we think both need to be done 
now. But if we had to rank them, we would do the cogeneration 
project first and the revitalization project second. 

REFRIGERATION PLANT REVITALIZATION

Mr. CRENSHAW. And there is $26 million this year for revitaliza-
tion.

Mr. AYERS. Correct. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. When would we expect the air conditioning to be 

fixed? We always have issues in the summer, I guess. And I notice 
that you have got a program to deal with the surges and all those 
kinds of things. How long will that project take to complete alto-
gether?

Mr. AYERS. There were two incidences this last summer where 
we had to run all of our available equipment to make cold water 
to air condition our buildings, and we had no backup. It happened 
twice last summer, and we get really nervous when we have no 
backup capacity either in heat or chilled water. So that is the first 
time I can recall that has happened. So I think it also talks about 
the need for reinvestment. 

This is a three-phase project. The first phase is funded and 
under way. The second phase is this particular request of $26 mil-
lion, and then there is a follow-on third phase. So it is a number 
of years before we finish that third phase. It is certainly 2015, or 
2016, or 2017 before that work is completed. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. The sooner you start, the sooner you finish. 
Mr. AYERS. Right. And the less expensive it is. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Honda, do you have any more questions? 

HOUSE PAGE DORM

Mr. HONDA. Well, I was going to ask that question, but the facil-
ity that the pages lived in, what are the plans for the future of that 
facility? It is empty, and do we have any plans to utilize that? 

Mr. AYERS. No, Mr. Honda, there aren’t any current plans for use 
of that building, so we are simply maintaining it in a warm state 
right now until leadership thinks through what are the potential 
uses for that. 

Mr. HONDA. So we don’t think that we will ever go back to the 
pages? That is up to leadership—— 

Mr. AYERS. Yes, of course. 
Mr. HONDA. Do we have staff on the Hill that—like interns, or 

fellows, or people like that that come here on a short-term basis? 
Are there needs for housing for them that can be provided through 
this process where they have housing, or perhaps not taking care 
of their food and things like that, but for shelter? Have you run 
that by the leadership or through your department? 
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Mr. AYERS. Certainly when it was reported in the media that the 
page program ended, there were a number of entities that wrote to 
the Congress with their interest in using that building, and one of 
those groups is the one you have mentioned. So we are aware of 
that.

Mr. HONDA. So what is the process? 
Mr. AYERS. Well, in the House jurisdiction, the House office 

buildings, the space and assignment of space is all done at the 
Speaker’s Office level. So it is really what the Speaker ultimately 
wants to do with that. 

Mr. HONDA. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. AYERS. Or rather the House Office Building Commission, 

which is probably an issue of focus for them. 
Mr. HONDA. Perhaps you can send us the membership of that 

Commission. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. I have no further questions. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Calvert. 
Mr. CALVERT. When you switch over to the turbines, they will ob-

viously take up a lot less space within the existing power plant fa-
cility. Are you going to demo the old boiler facilities, and remove 
them entirely? 

Mr. AYERS. We have a building, and phase one of this project 
was to move some equipment out of a building, which we would 
then put the turbines in. So it would be an empty building that the 
turbines would go into. 

Mr. CALVERT. Are you going to put sound insulation around 
those turbines also? 

Mr. AYERS. Absolutely. They are like jet engines. 
Mr. CALVERT. The noise is a common complaint in our area with 

the turbine technologies. 
Thank you. 

FEDERAL OFFICE BUILDING 8

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, I think there is one thing that I think the 
subcommittee would love to be updated on. And I know when I go 
to the airport, I see that building, next to the Ford Building, that 
is being refurbished. It looks better and better, and I think there 
is $8.2 million to finish the refurbishment. And I think most of the 
Members know this goes back to the Denny Hastert days when 
they were going to use that building, fix it up, use it in conjunction 
with the renovation of Cannon Office Building sometime down the 
road. But can you give us just an update on how that project is 
going?

Mr. AYERS. I would be happy to. So that is Federal Office Build-
ing 8. It is across the street from the Ford Building. It is a GSA- 
owned building. They are responsible for doing the refurbishment 
and reconstruction of that, and we are working closely with them 
as it is our intent to lease 200,000 square feet, or about half of that 
building, to enable us to execute the Cannon House Office Building 
renovation.

The work is progressing well. I think they are 50 or 55 percent 
complete with the core building, and then the interior build-out is 
about 25 percent complete. So they are moving apace, and we are 
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looking forward to using that as part of the Cannon House Office 
Building renovation as a swing space. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. So I imagine that we will be signing a lease at 
some point. When would you expect that to be finished and a lease 
be negotiated? 

Mr. AYERS. I suspect that GSA would like to have a lease signed 
right now. We have been pushing back, and ultimately, we will 
need to sign an occupancy agreement early this summer. 

Mr. CRENSHAW.
Mr. Honda. 

GARAGE SECURITY

Mr. HONDA. On the garage security. There is a lot of issues 
around the security in the garages, everything from cars to bicy-
cles, to get through the garage over by Rayburn, and getting from 
one building to another. The parking that we have here on the 
Capitol, I see that all kind of as an integrated kind of a situation, 
and people are looking for different ways of getting around the 
Capitol, and one of them is bicycles. I understand that that is a big 
thorn in our side in terms of its safety because people say that they 
are getting ripped off all the time. 

Are there—what do you call them—groups that are interested in 
these kinds of issues, including our chief of staffs, prior to a final 
plan being put together, are the chief of staffs and are the special- 
interest groups like bikers and everybody else—have they been in-
cluded in the discussion of security in the garage, and just not our 
Capitol staff? 

Mr. AYERS. Not that I am aware of. This particular project that 
is in our request this year is a physical security vulnerability that 
we need to fix, and it allows police officers to very quickly secure 
our garage spaces from potential threats. 

Mr. HONDA. That is it? 
Mr. AYERS. That is it. That is all it does. 
Mr. HONDA. You are asking for $7.3 million for the security 

project?
Mr. AYERS. And that has to do with a number of garages across 

the Capitol, both on the House side and the Senate side, enabling 
the police to secure those very rapidly when they see a threat com-
ing towards the garage. 

Mr. HONDA. Well, what is the money being used for? 
Mr. AYERS. It would be physical construction. 
Mr. HONDA. So they don’t see it important to take in some of the 

groups that would be—that they would be securing the services for; 
it is not as important in terms of a discussion or some insights that 
they may have, other than just the security officers? 

Mr. AYERS. Well, I wouldn’t characterize it that way. I think it 
is a good suggestion, and why don’t I take it—— 

Mr. HONDA. That is why I made it. 
Mr. AYERS. I will take it back to the Police Board and get some 

input from those groups. 
Mr. HONDA. Well, I think it should be done, because—— 
Mr. AYERS. It couldn’t hurt. It could make it better. 
Mr. HONDA. And it should be done before they do any finalization 

of the overall strategies. 
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Mr. AYERS. I agree. 
Mr. HONDA. Okay. So we will know by—— 
Mr. AYERS. Give me a couple of weeks to come back and talk 

with the police, and get input on that project, and circle back with 
you.

Mr. HONDA. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. AYERS. Sure. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Calvert has a question. 
Mr. AYERS. Sure. 

GARAGE MAINTENANCE

Mr. CALVERT. I have a quick question. I am in the commercial 
real estate business, and I have noticed that the maintenance on 
your garage facilities has slipped over the years. You used to 
powerwash those facilities on a regular basis, and you no longer do 
that. What is the reason for the change? Is it environmental? 

Mr. AYERS. Sure. We hope you don’t see it, because we wouldn’t 
want to do that kind of maintenance when Members are around. 
We do have a maintenance plan for our garages. Most of them are 
done with the ride-on equipment that does wash the floors. That 
is a really important aspect of maintenance for keeping salt, road 
salt, out of garages, and that helps with deterioration or preventing 
deterioration. So we have those pieces of equipment in all of our 
garages. We usually do that in the evenings or on weekends. 

Mr. CALVERT. I’ve noticed an accumulation of dust on the ele-
vated surfaces and around the garage facilities. I remember that 
twenty years ago, your agency used to use the hoses, just as they 
do in the commercial buildings. They would wash off the walls and 
the elevated facilities and keep the dust out of there. 

Mr. AYERS. I am not familiar with that. I know we work very 
carefully on the floors, but I will certainly look into the ceiling, and 
walls, and fixtures in the garages. 

Mr. CALVERT. It seems to me that your mobile machinery hits 
the garage surface, but it is not reaching a lot of the other areas 
where you have an accumulation of dirt. 

Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Mr. CALVERT. You can look around any of the garages and see 

it. I thought there must be a reason why you weren’t going after 
it.

Mr. AYERS. I am just not familiar with it, but I will certainly look 
into it. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Ayers, thank you very much for being here 
today, for your testimony, for your staff that has accompanied you. 
I have some more questions that I will submit for the record. 

The subcommittee will stand adjourned until further notice of 
the chair. 

Mr. AYERS. Thank you. 
[Questions for the record follow:] 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 27, 2012. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WITNESSES
HON. KAREN L. HAAS, CLERK OF THE HOUSE 
HON. DANIEL J. STRODEL, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
HON. PAUL D. IRVING, SERGEANT AT ARMS 
MICHAEL T. PTASIENSKI, DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL 
KERRY W. KIRCHER, GENERAL COUNSEL 
SANDRA L. STROKOFF, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 
RALPH V. SEEP, LAW REVISION COUNSEL 

OPENING REMARKS FROM CHAIRMAN

Mr. CRENSHAW. Let’s have the committee come to order. 
When we get to the question time we will observe the 5-minute 

rule.
We have three witnesses today. We are going to receive testi-

mony from the officers of the House of Representatives. We have 
the Honorable Dan Strodel, the Honorable Karen Haas, Clerk of 
the House, and the Honorable Paul Irving, who is the Sergeant at 
Arms.

And, Paul, this is the first time you have appeared before the 
subcommittee. So we want to welcome you. I know you started your 
tenure in January, the day of the State of the Union. So you got 
thrown into the fire right away and did a great job. And so we wel-
come you and thank you for being here today. 

Mr. IRVING. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Also, we have Ms. Grafenstine, who is the In-

spector General; Mr. Kircher, the General Counsel; Ms. Strokoff, 
the Legislative Counsel; and Mr. Seep, who is the Law Revision 
Counsel.

We are pleased to welcome all of you here today. We thank you 
for the work that you do, and that your employees do. We thank 
them for their dedication and service. 

Members of the committee, this request is $1.2 billion, which is 
the same as it was in 2012. I think it is important to note that 
since last January we have made tremendous efforts to do more 
with less, to try to rein in spending, to try to be more efficient, 
more effective, and we have reduced the House’s appropriation by 
over $143 million. That is about a 101⁄2 percent reduction. That is 
a substantial savings. And we thank you for the work that you all 
have done there. 

As we move through the hearing today, I hope that we can high-
light some of the past efforts that you all have made and then we 
can focus on where we go. Because, as you know, the budget that 
is being proposed will actually spend less money than last year. So 
there is going to continue to be a lot of pressure on every agency 
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of State government. We are all going to have to be in this boat 
together to try to continue to be more efficient and to do more with 
less.

So, with that, let me call on Ranking Member Mr. Honda for any 
opening remarks he might have. 

OPENING REMARKS FROM MR. HONDA

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And I want to welcome the officers of the House: Mr. Dan 

Strodel, the Chief Administrative Officer; Paul Irving, the Sergeant 
at Arms; and Ms. Karen Haas, the Clerk of the House. We also 
have several other heads of offices with us today that submitted 
testimony for the record. 

Mr. Irving, welcome to your very first Legislative Branch hear-
ing. You have an enormous amount of responsibility in keeping the 
people and the buildings secure in our Nation’s seat of democracy, 
an issue that I find of particular importance. 

You come into this job as we continue to struggle to come to grips 
with what happened to our former colleague, Representative Gif-
fords, in her home district. With declining budgets, you and our 
staffs will have to be innovative in finding ways to provide security 
in our district offices, which ranges from storefronts to Federal of-
fices and government buildings. We on this subcommittee are com-
mitted to doing what we can within our allocated resources to aid 
you in your job. 

As my colleagues may know, I also serve on the Budget Com-
mittee, where the markup of the Ryan bill just made the appropri-
ators’ jobs more difficult. I do not envy Chairman Crenshaw’s posi-
tion, having to craft a bill that may have to reflect the misguided 
realities of the Ryan budget, which cuts $19 billion in overall dis-
cretionary spending from the budget control agreement levels. I 
would hope that the legislative branch is not targeted again, given 
that we are the smallest appropriations bill and yet the most need-
ed in terms of running our offices. 

The House of Representatives fiscal year 2013 budget request is 
relatively flat with the fiscal 2012 level of $1.2 billion. Within that 
amount, the Members’ representational allowance is flat at $573.9 
million. This level reflects a more than 11 percent reduction from 
fiscal year 2010 levels for the MRA. I hope that we can at least 
provide the budget request and stay at last year’s level for office 
budgets.

During these times of declining budgets, I do think it is nec-
essary to track the cuts’ impact on operations, especially its impact 
on staff compensation. And, Mr. Strodel, last year for the record 
you indicated that there were no current plans to conduct a new 
compensation study, but, in my view, that is completely unaccept-
able. As a body, we need to understand how Members are imple-
menting their MRA cuts and the effect on the legislative process, 
especially at a time when we are competing with the private sector 
to obtain and retain the best and the brightest. I fully expect you 
to work with both leaderships and conduct another staff compensa-
tion study. 

In closing, I want to offer my willingness to work with the chair-
man to find ways to soften the blow to House operations as offices 
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continue to adjust to the new budget environment. This institution 
was here long before the Members you see before you and will be 
here long after. And I want this subcommittee to be remembered 
as good stewards of this institution when all is said and done. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude my opening 
remarks. Thank you very much. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Honda. 

OPENING REMARKS FROM CLERK OF THE HOUSE

Mr. CRENSHAW. When you talk about stewardship, you know 
that your offices have been reduced by 11 percent since last Janu-
ary. And those reductions are due in large part to the hard work 
that you all have put in to go over your budgets, and we appreciate 
that.

Your formal statement will be made a part of the record, please 
summarize your opening statements and also focus on how you 
have accomplished this very important task of trying to be more ef-
ficient and trying to do more with less. Talk about the way you 
have done it, and as we move to the future. 

Members, we will ask all three of them to give their testimony, 
and then you can ask questions. 

We will begin with Honorable Karen Haas, Clerk of the House. 
Ms. HAAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you, Ranking Mem-

ber Honda, members of the subcommittee, for the opportunity to 
testify here today and for your support. I am pleased to update the 
subcommittee on the major initiatives that have been undertaken 
by the Office of the Clerk over the past year. 

The Clerk’s Office has played a significant role in the House-wide 
effort to increase transparency in the legislative process. In Janu-
ary, we launched a new Web site, docs.house.gov, that makes all 
measures scheduled for floor consideration available online in XML 
format. We are currently working on the second phase of the 
project and will expand the site to include specific committee docu-
ments.

Additionally, we have continued to upgrade HouseLive, which 
Web-casts our House floor proceedings. For example, we recently 
added a video-clipping tool as well as streaming capabilities for mo-
bile devices. Shortly, we will release an embedded player that 
Members will be able to use on their Web sites to show House pro-
ceedings if they choose. 

We have made technological improvements to the lobby disclo-
sure process, automated the telephone directory system, and con-
verted the distribution of Legislative Activity Guides from paper to 
electronic format. 

We have accomplished all these goals on a reduced budget and 
with fewer personnel. The Office of the Clerk is currently operating 
on a budget that is 9.4 percent below the fiscal year 2011 appro-
priation. For fiscal year 2013, we have requested $22,370,000, a de-
crease of 14.3 percent from fiscal year 2012. 

In this difficult budget climate, we are all working hard to do 
more with less, and that will be extremely challenging over this up-
coming year. With the recent passage of the STOCK Act, the Office 
of the Clerk will be responsible for designing and developing a new 
electronic filing disclosure system over the next 18 months for dis-
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closure of reports filed with the House. CBO estimated it would 
cost the House and Senate approximately $4 million to implement 
this system and an additional $1 million annually to maintain the 
system. This expense is not currently reflected in our fiscal year 
2013 budget request. 

During the upcoming year, we will look to further automate our 
systems, cut costs, which we have already done, but will continue 
to constantly look for areas to save on behalf of the House. We will 
be looking to strengthen our customer service and, as always, look 
for the best return on our dollars spent. 

Thank you for the time, and I look forward to working with the 
subcommittee collaboratively and for the challenges ahead. So 
please let me know if I can answer any questions. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Karen Haas follows:] 



257



258



259



260



261



262



263



264



265



266



267

OPENING REMARKS FROM THE CAO

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Strodel. 
Mr. STRODEL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very 

much, Members of the Committee. 
The full testimony, as you indicated, has been submitted for the 

record, and I will summarize it as best I can. I think the most crit-
ical thing to realize is three House Officers working together, im-
plementing across-the-board reductions, yet still being able to de-
liver critical services to the institution and to the House commu-
nity.

I believe the reduction that was implemented last year was un-
precedented, as far as I can recall, during my time here. I do recall 
in 1985 something called The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act, which 
was a budget law that was implemented even in the legislative 
branch. Certain measures were taken and my recollection is that 
maybe five or six people lost their positions. But what occurred 
during this past fiscal year in the CAO organization was a drastic 
reduction both of non-personnel and personnel expenses. 

It cannot be emphasized enough how significant those choices are 
while still being able to deliver high-quality, effective and efficient 
services in this environment. It couldn’t have been done, Sir and 
Members of the Committee, without the teamwork and leadership 
from this Committee, specifically Liz Dawson, Chuck Turner, 
Shalanda Young, Jenny Kisiah, the CAO budget staff with the 
Deputy CAO and CFO. There is constant interaction with the Com-
mittee, making sure we are on the same page and we are executing 
the House’s budget according to the plan. 

Additionally, as I indicated, the House Officers are walking down 
the road together. This is a very, very difficult budget environment. 
We have rolled up our sleeves, we are talking, we are sharing serv-
ices where we can, and we are looking at ways to do things more 
effectively and innovatively. 

Finally, this year, we received our 14th consecutive clean audit 
opinion on our annual financial statement. But more importantly, 
we have improved our internal controls through a comprehensive 
internal controls program to support the significant investment 
that the House makes in these resources, particularly as it relates 
to information technology and overall as it relates to financial man-
agement.

This is a grave budget environment. I feel like we are running 
forward as best as we can, as effectively as we can. We have used 
the tools that the Committee suggested, particularly zero-based 
budgeting. I can talk a little bit more about the subscriptions sav-
ings and FEDLINK, if we want to, in questions. I don’t want to 
take too much time. 

And, with that, Mr. Chairman, I will turn back my time and look 
forward to any questions you may have. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Daniel Strodel follows:] 
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OPENING REMARKS FROM THE SERGEANT AT ARMS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Irving. 
Mr. IRVING. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member 

Honda, and members of the committee. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear before you to present the Sergeant at Arms budget 
request for fiscal year 2013. 

Before I begin, I would like to say that, as your new Sergeant 
at Arms, it is indeed an honor and privilege to have the oppor-
tunity to serve this institution. And I look forward to working with 
you and the members of the committee. I also want to thank the 
committee for its support for providing the necessary funding for 
the dedicated men and women who make up the Office of the Ser-
geant at Arms. 

Since I became Sergeant at Arms in January, I have been getting 
up to speed on our budget request for fiscal year 2013, and I am 
pleased to report that this request has been crafted in the spirit 
of zero-based budgeting. A robust and thorough effort has been 
made to identify cost savings where available, all while maintain-
ing the quality of services this office provides. 

Since my arrival, I have been working very closely with the other 
House officers sitting with me here today at this table in a collabo-
rative effort to find efficiencies and cost-effective ways to further 
the service that we provide to Congress. Several key efforts under 
way at this time include the continuation of district office security 
through our Law Enforcement Coordinator program; security prep-
arations for the 2012 conventions; the upcoming inauguration in 
January of 2013; coordination of a comprehensive emergency man-
agement plan; and preparations for the start of the 113th Con-
gress.

On the technological side, we have been working with the Senate 
Sergeant at Arms and U.S. Capitol Police on the development of a 
new bicameral staff identification badge, the implementation of an 
online badge request form for House offices, the implementation of 
a desktop notification tool and digital television display for quick 
posting of emergency messages, and the development and imple-
mentation of online training for law enforcement and emergency 
management coordinators. 

In closing, I would like to thank the committee again for the 
privilege of appearing today. Let me assure you of my commitment 
to provide the highest-quality support services in the most cost-con-
scious means possible while maintaining a safe and secure environ-
ment for the House of Representatives. My goal and that of every 
employee within the Office of the Sergeant at Arms is to remain 
attentive and security-conscious while continuing to maintain the 
level of fiscal responsibility expected by the House of Representa-
tives.

I will continue to keep the committee informed of my activities, 
and I would be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 
Thank you. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Paul Irving follows:] 
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ZERO-BASED BUDGETING

Mr. CRENSHAW. And I thank all three of you for all the hard 
work that you have been doing. 

Let me start the questioning with—Mr. Strodel. You mentioned 
zero-based budgeting, and I know in your written testimony you 
talked about the projects and programs and activities, the so-called 
PPAs.

Mr. STRODEL. Right. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. As you went through almost line by line, the 

number of those was reduced from 219 to 127. 
I think that is a substantial amount of work and a substantial 

amount of savings that probably comes from that. Talk about that 
whole process, zero-based budgeting, and how you went through 
that process to find that there were a lot of things that you don’t 
need to do anymore. 

Mr. STRODEL. Yes, Mr. Chairman, as you indicated, the zero- 
based budgeting concept is a disciplined budget execution and man-
agement approach which starts with the question, why do you do 
what you say you do? Look at this activity; why do we do it? What 
does it accomplish? Is there another way it can be accomplished? 
Does some other element of our organization or the House do some-
thing similar? 

So it creates a certain mindset of thinking, but you can’t stop 
there. You have to have a process where there are meetings across 
the organization, because a particular program, project, or activity 
may cross over into another. So we found many programs, projects, 
or activities that could be collapsed into one. 

And you get there by infusing a common understanding of the 
mission. We are looking at every item to figure out if there is a bet-
ter way to do it. So you start not just with managers but with staff, 
as well, and you include them in these meetings along the way, 
building up to a decision about the PPAs. 

So I think it is not a stand-alone management tool, so to speak. 
It is a way to govern the organization. And what we did within our 
organization and also with the other House officers and ultimately 
other legislative branch entities was to take that concept from the 
ground up. And we have an individual, Tom Coyne, who is here 
today, who led that effort for us and has assisted the Committee 
in that regard. 

So it is an ongoing, reiterative process. And we have seen the 
benefits from it. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. I know one of your goals has been to try to find 
savings all across the House. Is that kind of process you went 
through, you do that in conjunction with the other officers? And 
maybe can you highlight any of the overall savings you found? 

Mr. STRODEL. Yes. In particular, I mentioned subscriptions in the 
opening statement. One example, which wasn’t just specific to CAO 
but the House community, was in the subscriptions that offices use, 
whether it is Roll Call-CQ, National Journal, or any other form of 
research or informational tools. Two things we did: One, we renego-
tiated with National Journal for an enterprise-wide, or House-wide 
contract, that is paid by the CAO and supports all House offices. 
Member offices can utilize the service, as opposed to each Member 
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office going it alone and trying to get the best deal they can. We 
had an economy of scale, basically, from looking at these subscrip-
tions.

In particular, working with Karen Haas’ office, they had a tool 
called ProQuest, which provides a similar information database 
going back, I think, to 1789 with legislative documents. And Karen 
might want to add more. 

But it was a concept of asking what do you have? Here is what 
we are doing. How can we do this more effectively? How is ours dif-
ferent? Where are there overlaps? 

And toward the end of the year, working with the Committee on 
House Administration, we had a House subscription fair, which I 
believe was the first time, where representatives from National 
Journal; CQ; Bloomberg News; ProQuest; and CRS were there. 
And, again, it was a collective effort: let’s put this out there and 
see how we can use these resources more effectively. So that, to 
me, was a good example of bringing something together House- 
wide.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Great. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Honda. 

DEFENSE OF MARRIAGE ACT

Mr. HONDA. Thank you. 
Last year, we spent a lot of time at the hearing discussing the 

House decision to defend the Defense of Marriage Act and the costs 
of that litigation. The General Counsel signed an original contract 
that capped the outside counsel at $500,000. Since then, the max-
imum cap has grown to $1.5 million. 

Last year, neither the General Counsel nor the Chief Administra-
tive Officer could tell the subcommittee where the funds to pay for 
the contract would come from. Since then, I understand that 
$742,000 has been transferred to the Office of General Counsel for 
the purpose of paying this outside law firm to defend DOMA’s con-
stitutionality.

Is that a correct statement? And has $742,000 been transferred 
to General Counsel? 

Mr. Strodel. 
Mr. STRODEL. Yes. That is a correct statement. 
Mr. HONDA. Okay. Then there have been rumors and a reported 

article, which has since been corrected, that money has been given 
to the House for this contract from the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Strodel, for the record, where was the $742,000 transferred 
from? What offices? How much from each office? And are all of 
those offices from within the House of Representatives? 

Mr. STRODEL. Yes, sir. The reprogramming was from the Sala-
ries, Officers, and Employees Appropriation. 

Mr. HONDA. Of which area? 
Mr. STRODEL. That is the overall appropriation for salaries, offi-

cers, and employees. And, as you indicated, it was a total of 
$742,000.

Mr. HONDA. Then, for Mr. Kircher, has your office received any 
funds from the Department of Justice in the past year through 
transfer or any agreement to pay for your DOMA defense or for 
any other purposes? 
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Mr. KIRCHER. Not that I am aware of. The money I have received 
is what Dan just referred to, the $742,000. 

Mr. HONDA. Okay. 
There were several DOMA-related cases challenging the constitu-

tionality. And I just was wondering, who knows how many there 
will be until this issue is repealed? Do you have any idea? 

Mr. KIRCHER. How many cases will be filed? 
Mr. HONDA. Or that is in the coffers right now. 
Mr. KIRCHER. Well, to date, we have 12 cases. One of those cases 

is complete. Two of those cases we have not yet intervened in. So 
that makes a total of nine active cases at the moment that we are 
involved in. 

Mr. HONDA. So, currently, we have nine that we are litigating. 
And then how many did you say will be litigated? 

Mr. KIRCHER. Well, there are two more that have been filed in 
which the House has not yet intervened. 

Mr. HONDA. Okay. And then—— 
Mr. KIRCHER. Those cases have been filed within the past 3 to 

4 months. 
Mr. HONDA. So how do you decide which cases you would liti-

gate? Because it would seem to me that you would have other 
issues other than this coming to your office. How do you determine 
what comes as a priority in order for you to commit time, staff and 
resources?

Mr. KIRCHER. Well, everything we do is a priority. So everything 
gets staffed, and everything gets taken care of. 

Obviously, with the DOMA, we have outside counsel to utilize to 
the extent I deem that appropriate. And over the past 6 months, 
in an effort to deal with cost issues, some of which were raised at 
last year’s hearing, we brought more of the DOMA work back into 
my office in order to reduce the amount that we expend on outside 
counsel.

Mr. HONDA. Of the $1.5 million that has been approved, how 
much of that has been spent for litigation? 

Mr. KIRCHER. Well, how much has—I could give you the amount 
that has been billed to date and I can give you the amount that 
we have paid to date, okay? So I can give you both of those num-
bers.

Mr. HONDA. When I take those, then I will know how much is 
left over. 

But you will continue on this path when it has been determined 
that the DOMA was unconstitutional. And in that light, you make 
those priorities, rather than the other things. I think the kind of 
resources that we have in the House and Department of Justice 
could be used for perhaps more worthy purposes, but I suppose 
‘‘worthy’’ is in the eyes of the beholder. We are struggling to pay 
for security measures and maintain staff after our office budgets 
have been slashed, but somehow we seem to find funds to defend 
unconstitutional laws that separate all of us. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Will the gentleman yield for just a minute? 
Mr. HONDA. Sure. 
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DOMA UNCONSTITUTIONAL?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Where was it ruled unconstitutional? Where 
has DOMA been thrown out as unconstitutional? 

Mr. HONDA. Well, it has been determined. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. By who? 
Mr. HONDA. By the Department of Justice. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. By the Department of Justice? Well, that is 

why we have courts. 
Mr. HONDA. Right. And so, how many more are we going to con-

tinue?
Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, when is the Department of Justice going 

to do their job? 
Mr. HONDA. Well, they are doing their job. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. No, they are not. You can’t pick which laws 

you want to enforce and which laws you don’t feel like enforcing. 
Mr. HONDA. They are required to make a decision. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. The Department of Justice is required to de-

fend the laws of the United States. 
Mr. HONDA. It is like each one of our offices, we are required to 

make decisions. Whether it is right or wrong, somewhere along the 
line it will be determined. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, I—— 
Mr. HONDA. It seems that—reclaiming my time—— 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure. 
Mr. HONDA [continuing]. It seems that we have enough out there 

to move forward on this issue. And it seems on other issues, such 
as bringing some justice or some resources to the family of Trayvon 
Martin in Florida, we continue to defend some laws in the civil 
rights area and other things. There are a lot of other things that 
we can do. 

And it seems like we already have done a lot of work DOMA. 
And we have nine cases already in the coffers. We should be able 
to just continue those cases without getting more, so that we don’t 
just draw down our resources. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. Unless my colleague—— 
Mr. PRICE. I will take my turn in the questioning. 
Mr. HONDA. I appreciate it, Mr. LaTourette. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, I appreciate it, as well. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I will call on Mr. LaTourette for any questions 

he has, or comments. 

FURTHER DISCUSSION ON DOMA

Mr. LATOURETTE. Yeah, you know, I had some tough questions 
for all three officers of the House. I was going to grill you like an 
onion. But I really can’t let this thing pass. 

I mean, the Department of Justice decided it was okay to sell 
firearms to drug cartels down in Mexico. So I don’t think that that 
has been definitively determined either. 

You know, I was really hoping this thing would go away during 
last year’s markup of this issue. Because, I mean, I want the record 
to be real clear, CREW, the Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics 
in Government, filed a complaint against our Speaker, first saying 
he violated a statute in defending or hiring counsel to defend the 
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constitutionality of this statute. Then the chairman asked for a re-
port from GAO; they said he didn’t do anything wrong. And then 
in a strange thing that I had never seen from Ms. Sloan at CREW, 
she sends a letter on July the 12th saying, ‘‘Whoops, I was wrong. 
I guess there is no violation of the statute.’’ 

Now, apparently, Mr. Honda, you are trying to come at it from 
a different tack. And I have to tell you that the brief that was just 
filed in this last instance, for me, says it all. And that is, the execu-
tive branch actively is trying to invalidate a duly enacted Federal 
statute which it does not like. So they haven’t ruled that—they 
don’t like it. And they don’t have to like it. 

Another branch of the Federal Government, which is the House 
of Representatives, one not normally charged with doing the De-
partment’s job for it, is doing precisely that, defending the statute 
in the courts. Because the executive branch defendants in this and 
other DOMA cases have aligned themselves with the plaintiffs, this 
interbranch conflict is costing the American taxpayers money on 
both sides of every case. 

So if you want to be mad at somebody, you should be mad at the 
Department of Justice, because we are paying the former guy from 
King & Spalding—and King & Spalding chickened out and decided 
they were not going to defend the case, yielding to public pressure, 
which is a huge violation of ethics if you are a lawyer, in my opin-
ion. But we are not only paying that, but we are also paying the 
Justice Department to oppose a statute that is a valid statute 
signed into law by President Bill Clinton. This isn’t something you 
can blame on President Bush. Bill Clinton signed DOMA. 

It is the law of the land. And, until a court reaches the conclu-
sion that it is unconstitutional or unworkable or anything else,— 
what kind of country would this be if the Department of Justice 
just decided to pick and choose which statutes they liked and which 
statutes they didn’t like? That is nuts. 

I would be happy to yield to you. Tell me why it is not nuts. 
Mr. HONDA. Well, I don’t disagree with you that each department 

has their constitutional responsibility. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. 
Mr. HONDA. Are you telling me that the Department of Justice 

is not doing their job because they made a judgment and they have 
all these other court cases to move forward? I agree that we should 
take these things to the courts once someone makes a decision. The 
Department of Justice made a decision. And—— 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Reclaiming my time for just a second, and then 
I would be happy to yield to you. 

What if the Department of Justice in another administration de-
cided they didn’t like the Civil Rights Act of 1964? Do they have 
the ability to say, ‘‘We don’t like this thing, and so, House of Rep-
resentatives, it is upon you to go out and defend the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964’’? That is crazy. That is crazy. 

Mr. HONDA. May I? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Yeah, sure, I would be happy to yield to you. 
Mr. HONDA. On those, did the courts judge on that? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. What? 
Mr. HONDA. Did the courts judge on those—— 
Mr. LATOURETTE. I am saying if there is a fresh challenge. 
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Mr. HONDA. Did the courts judge on—— 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Oh, of course the courts have judged on it. The 

courts have not judged on this. 
Mr. HONDA. It went through all the pieces. Now, if you want to 

ask me the same question again, that if this country passes a law 
or the administration does something, I can point to 1942, when 
there was an Executive order—— 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Yeah. 
Mr. HONDA [continuing]. And it took 60 years for this Congress 

to understand that it did wrong. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure. Yeah. 
Mr. HONDA. So you can’t tell me that people don’t do their jobs 

or they don’t make mistakes. One of our jobs in Congress is to 
bring these things out. I have brought it up. We didn’t have an-
swers until we brought the issues up. And now that we have 
brought it up, we have answers that you have in your hand. 

Mr. PRICE. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, I will be happy to yield to you in just a 

second. I know you are going to get 5 minutes, and you will yield 
to me. And when I am done, I will be happy to do that. 

But, you know, the fact of the matter is, it is a law that has been 
signed by the President of the United States, a Democratic Presi-
dent of the United States. And it is my position—and I think I am 
right on this—that the Department of Justice can’t cherry-pick 
what they choose to defend or not defend. 

And the reason it is not only costing $742,000, it is costing more, 
is because the Department of Justice is in bed with the plaintiffs. 

I yield to my friend from North Carolina. 
Mr. HONDA. Well, just—— 
Mr. LATOURETTE. I am not yielding to you. I am yielding to 

North Carolina. Go ahead. 
Mr. HONDA. I was just going to talk about cherry-picking. That 

is what they are supposed to do. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. No, it is not. That is baloney. 
Mr. HONDA. They are supposed to pick out the bad stuff. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. What if they don’t like laws that you like? 

That isn’t what the law is. 
Go ahead, Mr. Price. I am happy to yield to you. 
Mr. PRICE. If the gentleman will yield. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure, I am happy to. 
Mr. PRICE. The question you raised about constitutionality is pre-

cisely what the courts are dealing with. And, as a matter of fact, 
a U.S. district court on February 22nd said, yes, this law is uncon-
stitutional. That is what is being litigated. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is correct. 
Mr. PRICE. Secondly, the question of what you describe as cherry- 

picking, I have a dozen cases here where the Department of Justice 
made precisely the kind of decision you are describing. You can 
look at the Bush administration. In 2004, ACLU v. Mineta, the De-
partment declined to defend against a First Amendment challenge, 
a statute conditioning Federal funding of transportation on agree-
ment by a mass transit agency not to do a certain kind of adver-
tising.



291

Go back to when John Roberts, none other than John Roberts, 
was Acting Solicitor General during the first Bush administration. 
He argued for the unconstitutionality of a Federal statute pro-
viding for minority preferences in licensing. 

So, yes, there are many, many cases, in Democratic and Repub-
lican administrations, where the Department of Justice has made 
precisely this kind of decision. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. And I appreciate the gentleman’s observation. 
And reclaiming my time, I would just say: But in those instances 
where there was declination by the Department of Justice to de-
fend the laws of the United States, the House of Representatives 
should be within its rights to defend a statute that it passed and 
was signed into law. That is what is at issue here. 

What is at issue here and what you guys are complaining about 
is spending $742,000 to an outside law firm to defend a law that 
we passed and was signed by President Clinton. The Department 
of Justice, they can decline all they want, but that shouldn’t stop 
a co-equal branch of government to defend its work. 

And I yield back. And I am sorry I didn’t get to ask you folks 
any questions. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. We will have another round. 
But I think the conversation has made it clear that there is a law 

that Congress passed that is being challenged, and more often than 
not the Department of Justice defends those kind of lawsuits. As 
Mr. Price pointed out, there are times when they choose not to. 
And when they don’t, certainly within the right of the House of 
Representatives, and that is what we are doing. 

So I don’t think it is fair to complain that the money we are 
spending could be spent elsewhere because somebody is going to 
have to defend these lawsuits. Congress passed it, the President 
signed it, that is where we are. 

I am going to call on Mr. Price for his 5 minutes worth of ques-
tions.

DOMA CONTINUED

Mr. PRICE. Well, thank you. 
I do think this exchange clarifies a couple of things: first of all, 

that not every Justice Department defends every law passed by 
this body. There is what Mr. LaTourette calls cherry-picking that 
goes on. 

And then it is an open question, whether this institution rises to 
the defense of that statute. You ask, are we within our rights? Yes, 
of course, we are within our rights. That doesn’t mean it is a wise 
or an appropriate decision to divert hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars from other purposes in the legislative branch appropriations 
bill for this legal defense. That is a question of prudential judg-
ment, not whether we are within our rights or not. We are setting 
priorities on this committee and making policy judgments. That is 
precisely what this is about. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PRICE. Yes. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, if the gentleman will concede that we are 

within our rights to hire outside counsel but the gentleman and his 
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colleagues disagree that we should be spending money on it, I am 
fine with that. I agree. That is where I am. 

Mr. PRICE. Well, the Congress did not do what you are asking 
us to do here when the Justice Department of the Bush adminis-
tration made the decision it did in 2004 and when John Roberts 
made the call he did in 1990. So it is a matter of judgment. And 
this is a matter, in my opinion, of very questionable judgment. 

Let me pursue what the implications are for the 2013 budget 
year. We have a contract now that allows the General Counsel to 
pay up to $1.5 million to Bancroft, LLC, for this defense. So let me 
ask, where will this other $758,000 come from if you decide to pay 
the maximum allowed under the contract? And, why is it not in the 
2013 budget request? Where is this money going to come from? 
And, is there any chance this contract could increase beyond the 
$1.5 million? 

I ask that question because there is another case, McLaughlin v. 
Panetta, that asserts that not only is Section 3 of DOMA unconsti-
tutional but that Title 38 of the U.S. Code dealing with employ-
ment rights for U.S. servicemembers is unconstitutional. The Attor-
ney General has—I am sure you are aware—sent a letter to Con-
gress saying he has determined that Title 38, as it pertains to 
same-sex couples married under State law, violates the equal-pro-
tection component of the Fifth Amendment, and he said he has in-
structed his attorneys to no longer defend this law. 

Mr. Kircher, are there plans to litigate this case or any others 
that deal with Title 38? In other words, how far is this going to 
go in your estimation? And where is the money going to come from? 

Mr. KIRCHER. With respect to your first question, there are actu-
ally two cases that challenge Title 38. There is the McLaughlin 
case that you mentioned, and there is another case called Cooper 
Harris that was filed recently in the Central District of California. 
So, at the moment, there are two cases. 

And this is one I was referring to when I told Mr. Honda that 
there were two cases that the House had not yet intervened in. 
Those are the two cases I am talking about, the ones that challenge 
Title 38, in addition to Section 3 of DOMA. I expect that we will 
intervene in those cases in the near future. 

Mr. PRICE. What are you authorized to intervene in under the 
terms of this agreement and this transfer of funds? Is the amount 
likely to go over $1.5 million? And, why is this not in your 2013 
budget?

Mr. KIRCHER. Well, there are several questions there mingled to-
gether. Let me see if—— 

Mr. PRICE. They are interrelated, I think. 
Mr. KIRCHER. Let me see if I can sort them out. 
The contract has nothing do with what we are authorized to in-

tervene in. That direction comes from the leadership. So when a 
case is filed, I consult with my clients about whether to intervene 
or not, and we make a decision. 

Mr. PRICE. Well, excuse me, but is it a matter of simply what the 
leadership says they want? Are there any limits on the range of 
cases you could intervene in without further explicit authority from 
this committee or this body? 
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Mr. KIRCHER. I don’t think this committee has any authority over 
the leadership in terms of which cases the General Counsel—— 

Mr. PRICE. This is an open-ended grant of funding for—— 
Mr. KIRCHER. I didn’t say it was an open-ended grant of funding. 

What I said was that the decisions on which cases the House will 
intervene in is a decision made by the leadership. And then they 
direct me, and then I act. 

Mr. PRICE. All right. And you have a contract now for $1.5 mil-
lion. Do you anticipate hitting the upper limit of that contract? 

Mr. KIRCHER. Let me correct one thing. The cap, at the moment, 
is only $750,000. If you actually read the amendment to the con-
tract, the cap was raised to $750,000 through the end of fiscal year 
2011. And the contract authorized the General Counsel, in con-
sultation and with the approval of the Committee on House Admin-
istration, to raise that cap to $1.5 million. That has not been done 
yet.

So, at the moment, the cap is only $750,000. I do anticipate that 
cap will go up, yes. 

Mr. PRICE. And, you anticipate that you will spend that money? 
Mr. KIRCHER. Well, it is hard to know how much we will ulti-

mately spend, because it is hard know how this litigation ulti-
mately plays out. Obviously, the name of the game here is to get 
some case before the Supreme Court and get a resolution of this 
issue. When that happens, we will be done, we won’t spend any 
more money. 

I cannot predict at this point how soon that will happen. You 
know, there are a lot of balls in the air on this one, not only the 
DOMA cases but there is the Prop 8 case out of California that is 
related to this issue that was decided by the Ninth Circuit recently. 
So it is very difficult to predict how and when a case will actually 
make it to the Supreme Court. And, obviously, the Supreme Court 
doesn’t have to take the first case if it doesn’t want to. 

At this point, we have three cases that are in the courts of ap-
peals. One of those is to be argued in the First Circuit next week. 
Best possible circumstance, that case could, you know, conceivably 
be decided promptly, petition for cert filed with the Supreme Court, 
and maybe it gets taken during the next term. That is the best pos-
sible circumstance. That obviously has monetary implications for 
the House if that happens. If it doesn’t take it or if that case 
doesn’t get to the Supreme Court that quickly, then that has other 
monetary implications for the House. 

But it is very difficult for me to answer a question about how 
much, because I just don’t know how all of this is ultimately going 
to play out. 

Mr. PRICE. Well, the contract is with Bancroft, right? 
Mr. KIRCHER. Yes. 
Mr. PRICE. You can’t go beyond that? 
Mr. KIRCHER. No. 
Mr. PRICE. My understanding was that the contract was only for 

the purpose of litigating the constitutionality of Section 3, but you 
seem to be saying it is more open-ended than that. 

Mr. KIRCHER. Well, if you are talking about the Title 38 provi-
sions in the McLaughlin case and the Cooper Harris case, there is 
no material difference between the statutory language in Title 38 
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and the statutory language in Section 3. It is two sides of the same 
coin. The arguments will be the same. The legislative history of the 
two statutes is—— 

Mr. PRICE. The question is not the content of the arguments; the 
question is what you are authorized to do under this contract and 
what range of cases you are authorized to get yourself involved in. 

Mr. KIRCHER. I think the contract certainly covers the DOMA 
Section 3 cases and the Title 38 cases. That is obviously all we are 
facing at this point. 

Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Price. 
Mr. Calvert. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And in reference to our Justice Department, after the prosecution 

of Ted Stevens, I don’t have a lot of confidence in them. 
But I will yield to my favorite counsel, Mr. LaTourette. 

CREW COMPLAINT/WITHDRAWAL/GAO RESPONSE/OTHER INFORMATION

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Calvert, for the 
courtesy.

And Mr. Chairman, I just want to make sure that the record is 
crystal clear. Because when we are talking about leadership, I don’t 
want anybody to leave the room with the impression that it is John 
Boehner making the decision as to what cases the House Counsel 
gets involved in or not. So I would like to introduce for the pur-
poses of the record all the documents that I talked about before, 
the CREW complaints and the withdrawal, and the GAO report, 
which you requested. 

[The information follows:] 



295



296



297



298



299



300



301



302



303



304



305



306



307



308



309



310



311



312



313



314



315



316



317



318



319



320



321



322



323



324



325



326



327



328



329

ATTORNEY GENERAL WILL NOT DEFEND LAW

Mr. LATOURETTE. And the pertinent part, it says, on February 23 
of last year, the Attorney General advised the Speaker that the 
President had determined he wasn’t going to defend this law any-
more. The Attorney General noted that DOJ would notify the rel-
evant courts of DOJ’s interests in providing Congress a full and 
fair opportunity to participate in the litigation. 

In response, the authorization that the House Counsel is oper-
ating under came from the Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group. And 
correct me if I am wrong, but the Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group 
is made up of the Speaker, the Majority Leader, the Minority Lead-
er, and the Whip. Is anybody else on it? 

Mr. KIRCHER. Both Whips. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Both Whips. And did they all sign the letter? 
Mr. KIRCHER. The letter? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Saying that they were retaining outside coun-

sel for the purpose, this purpose. 
Mr. KIRCHER. No, the contract was signed by me. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. No, no, I am not talking about the contract. 
Mr. KIRCHER. Okay. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. How did you get the authorization from the Bi-

partisan Legal Advisory Group? 
Mr. KIRCHER. The group met, and they voted. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And they voted to have the Speaker direct you 

to engage in the representation. 
Mr. KIRCHER. Yes. 
Mr. PRICE. Will the gentleman yield? Was that a unanimous 

vote?
Mr. LATOURETTE. We are getting to that. I am just asking him 

who signed the letter. 
Mr. PRICE. The vote of the bipartisan council? 
Mr. KIRCHER. No, the vote was not unanimous. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And then, in response to this issue last year, 

I don’t know if anybody is on the CJS Subcommittee, but in the re-
port that they filed last year, which recognized that the Justice De-
partment wasn’t going to defend this case, Mr. Wolf and his sub-
committee indicated that, based upon that announcement—he 
called it an extraordinary announcement—as a result, the commit-
tee’s recommendation recognizes that the resources that go to the 
Department of Justice for the purpose of the defense of DOMA are 
no longer necessary, and instead, that cost burden should be shift-
ed over to the House of Representatives and I assume funds as 
well. So, again, I don’t know what we are fussing about. But thank 
you.

Mr. CALVERT. I thank the gentleman. 
I would first like to make a statement about the OIG audit of the 

House for fiscal year 2011. 

FOOD SERVICE CONTRACT

Congratulations on a clean audit. Good job. 
As I understand it, the 2009 and 2010 audits reported adverse 

opinions on the internal controls. This is the first time in the his-
tory of the House the audit has been completed as soon as it has 
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in this fiscal year, and you should be congratulated for that. If we 
are looking for money to pay for legal fees, I have a suggestion. 

I understand that you are renegotiating your food service con-
tract with Restaurant Associates? Is that correct? 

Mr. STRODEL. Not yet. 
Mr. CALVERT. Well, I hope you will get the opportunity soon. I 

understand that, in spite of the controversy, switching compost 
service over to Styrofoam saved a significant amount of money. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. STRODEL. Yes, sir, Mr. Calvert. 
Mr. CALVERT. Being in the restaurant business most of my life, 

I think that organic food is a wonderful thing, but I know most 
American families can’t afford to buy organic food. It is a nice 
choice for folks to be able to make in the free marketplace. How-
ever, I don’t know if that is necessarily the case here when people 
must eat at the cafeterias. What kind of premium do you pay for 
this type of food product? 

Mr. STRODEL. The structure of the contract, Mr. Calvert, is a 
commission-based service contract. So there is no cost to the House. 

Mr. CALVERT. It is a cost, however, to the people who must con-
sume the food at the cafeterias. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. STRODEL. Yes, I am sure it is factored in. 
Mr. CALVERT. Do you know what percentage of food served in the 

cafeteria is considered organic? 
Mr. STRODEL. I do not know. 
Mr. CALVERT. Do we have any cost-benefit analysis on providing 

organic food, or was the sustainability objective the only consider-
ation used for that purpose? 

Mr. STRODEL. I think sustainability was the prime mover at the 
time. But there is certainly an element of interest in organic and 
local food. 

Mr. CALVERT. I think there should be an option that in any fu-
ture contract, you can have organic food that people can acquire if 
they choose to acquire it. But they shouldn’t be forced to acquire 
something at a higher price if they choose not to. You know, I be-
lieve in choice, in some issues, and this is certainly one of them. 

Mr. HONDA. Some issues. 
Mr. CALVERT. And people should be able to buy the food product 

they desire or can afford. And we don’t overpay people around here, 
as Mr. Honda pointed out. We ought to make sure that we provide 
affordable food products for those who serve this institution. 

So, with that, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Calvert. 
I will go to Mr. Bishop. 

SECURITY ASSESSMENTS FOR MEMBER OFFICES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me welcome all of you back to the committee. 
I want to welcome Mr. Irving. I think this is his first time. You 

seem to have been spared the heat so far, so I think I will just in-
vite you into the conversation. 

Mr. IRVING. Thank you very much. 
Mr. BISHOP. I really wanted to follow up on an issue that we had 

been working on with Mr. Livingood since the incident out in Ari-
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zona with Gabby Giffords. We were wondering if you could give the 
subcommittee some information on the coordination with the Ser-
geant at Arms Office with the Capitol Police on security assess-
ments for Member offices that were directed after the incident with 
Ms. Giffords. 

Can you let us know whether or not you will be making any new 
suggestions for the 113th Congress, when our leases are up for re-
newal at the beginning of the next year? 

Can you also tell us whether or not the Senate Sergeant at Arms 
Office is structured in such a way that it can better respond to real 
or perceived threats against Members of the Senate and their staff 
than the House Sergeant at Arms Office? Does the Senate Sergeant 
at Arms have additional resources that you do not have with re-
gard to your ability to provide assistance to Members of the Senate 
in terms of physical security for their offices? How does the Senate 
Sergeant at Arms protect Members of the Senate versus your ca-
pacity to protect Members of the House, particularly the district of-
fices?

I think the Capitol is pretty secure but in light of the Giffords 
incident we are concerned. I think this committee has a responsi-
bility to make sure that there are adequate resources in place to 
protect Members when they are in their districts or away from the 
Capitol.

Mr. IRVING. Yes, in terms of an update on district office security, 
the Law Enforcement Coordinator Program has been working very, 
very well. We have tremendous input on collaboration with all 
Member offices. We certainly continue that robust dialogue to make 
sure that the Law Enforcement Coordinators are doing everything 
that they can, not only in terms of the security assessments for 
their offices, but also to notify us and notify local, State, county law 
enforcement any time a Member has a public event. 

So that program has gone on very, very well. And we have, obvi-
ously, also a robust dialogue with the Capitol Police to ensure that 
they are looped in to follow up on those site security assessments 
with the Member offices. In terms of the leases for the 113th Con-
gress, our recommendation, which we passed along on this con-
tinuing dialogue, is to let us know as soon as possible, for new 
Members to let us know as soon as possible, even existing Mem-
bers, if they are going to move, where they may be looking for 
space, because if we can do a site security survey early in the proc-
ess and identify some security weaknesses, we can certainly have 
those built into a lease, so it is not a capital improvement that 
could not be funded. 

So we try to get those built in early. But the key is to have early 
preview on those sites and on those locations that a Member may 
be interested in moving to. And then again we will come in, we will 
have our team come in and have the Capitol Police review and do 
a site security survey of those projected offices. But, again, the key 
is early warning. 

In terms of the difference between the House and the Senate, the 
Senate is structured a little bit differently. They have fewer offices. 
And the Senate Sergeant at Arms does actually go out and provide 
some funding for security upgrades versus the House. So there is 
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a difference there, I think primarily based on the number of offices 
that they have versus the number that we have. 

Mr. BISHOP. Would it enhance your ability to protect Members of 
the House and their staffs and their constituents who visit with 
them outside of the Capitol in their districts if you had similar re-
sources? Obviously, it would have fiscal impact. But in terms of 
physical security, would that not enhance your ability to do your 
job in terms of protecting Members, staff, and constituents? 

Mr. IRVING. I think some Members would probably institute more 
security measures if it did not come out of their individual MRA. 
But I will say that we have done, the Capitol Police has done a 
phenomenal job at continuing this dialogue with Member offices to 
come in as fiscally responsible as possible to institute security 
measures and the countermeasures that really assist the Members 
in their district offices. Money is not always the answer. So we 
have really come up with some pretty fiscal cost-effective measures 
to do with robust security measures in those district offices. So I 
think we have a lot of positives here. But certainly, there is a dif-
ferent structure in the Senate because of the number of offices that 
they have versus ours. 

Mr. BISHOP. Yes. I would like to really commend the Sergeant at 
Arms and the Capitol Police for the assessment program and also 
the local law enforcement contact program. That has worked very 
well for us personally. I can vouch for that. 

But at the same time, given the fiscal restraints that the House 
is under with regard to our MRAs, it seems very, very challenging 
to have the kind of security in our district offices if it has to come 
out of the MRA, because we are having to tighten our belts in any 
number of ways. If there was a security fund that could be admin-
istered by the Sergeant at Arms and implemented by the Capitol 
Police to make sure that such measures were cost-effective and 
were actually needed, that was controlled by you as opposed to by 
the Members, would that not give you a little more flexibility and 
a little more power and effectiveness in carrying out that security 
responsibility?

Mr. IRVING. Yes, I am sure it would. 
But the good news is that there is a robust dialogue now between 

Members and our office in terms of site security surveys. If they 
want to seek a firm in their district, we always ensure that we ap-
prove it to make sure that the firm is reputable and also make sure 
that we approve their implementations or recommendations. 

Many times, firms have made recommendations and we have 
come in and actually recommended security protocols that save 
them a lot of money, much more than they would have expended 
had they just gone out and secured these services privately. 

Mr. BISHOP. Yeah, I am not so much talking about the services 
of a burglar alarm-type; I am looking at physical security, barriers, 
windows, like, for example, in some of our offices, we have installed 
bank teller-like windows so that there is some security, some bar-
rier between people that—because they come into an office and you 
have got a receptionist there, that receptionist is exposed to what-
ever comes in. And of course, buzzers, security observation, video 
cameras, security cameras and the like, those kinds of things cost, 
but they also provide some effectiveness. And of course, rec-
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ommendations on lighting, for example, outside lighting, all of 
those are very helpful. 

But when it comes down to putting in the security cameras, 
when it comes down to altering a wall to have a bank teller-like 
window that is secure, those things cost some money, and they 
would add to the cost of the MRA if they had it in the lease. 

Mr. IRVING. Yes, absolutely. And that is where I will go back 
with the structures we have now, best to have as early a warning 
as possible before a lease renewal or a new lease to try get those 
built in as an improvement that is funded by the landlord at this 
point.

Mr. BISHOP. Still, if the landlord funds it, then the 
landlord is going to amortize that over the 2–year period of the 
lease, which is going to make the rent go up, which is going to 
come out of the MRA. 

Mr. IRVING. Yes. 
Mr. BISHOP. So if there were a fund separate and apart from the 

MRA, where it was deemed appropriate by the Capitol Police and 
the Sergeant at Arms, then only in those circumstances and only 
to the extent that it was felt absolutely necessary you would be ful-
filling your responsibility to make sure that the Members were se-
cure in their facilities. 

Mr. IRVING. Yes, I agree with that. 
Mr. BISHOP. So, Mr. Chairman, I raised that issue, and I con-

tinue to raise it on behalf of the Members of our body, because I 
think we actually represent them in terms of what takes place in 
this subcommittee. I think we owe them an obligation to make sure 
that the Sergeant at Arms has everything that he needs in order 
to discharge that responsibility of security. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Bishop. 
I know last year, you had an amendment on the floor that added 

a million dollars to create a fund like that; it didn’t make it 
through. But that is obviously something we ought to continue to 
talk about. So thank you for that. 

SGT-AT-ARMS OBSERVATIONS OF CAPITOL POLICE

I will just ask very briefly, Mr. Irving, you are new on the job, 
but you have years and years of law enforcement. I would like to 
ask you observations you have about the Capitol Police? You have 
to work with them every day. And we talked in this subcommittee 
that their mission increases sometimes beyond their control; they 
have increasing demands that are made on them and with these 
scarce resources. Do you have any initial thoughts, as you have 
worked with them, about their mission and how it has grown or 
how it can be managed in terms of the resources we have avail-
able?

Mr. IRVING. As Sergeant at Arms I have spent quite a bit of time 
with Chief Morse and the Capitol Police reviewing security prep-
arations, not only in the Capitol but also at offsite member events. 

I have been very impressed with what I have seen. The security 
coordination and implementation, flow from sound budgeting prac-
tices.

The U.S. Capitol Police budget is very strategic-based, concen-
trating on threats to the Capitol and Members. They look at spe-
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cific countermeasures, to mitigate those threats, and put people 
and processes in place that target those threats. It is a very lean 
budget with very efficient use of resources. I have been very im-
pressed with what I have seen. I am impressed with their capa-
bility, management, and their implementation of checks and bal-
ances to make sure that they utilize resources appropriately and 
only the resources needed to get the job done. 

I think any other changes or any other further reductions would 
cause a reprioritization of some of the basic functions they do. So 
I will tell you that I have been very, very impressed with them. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Obviously, they are doing a good job of what 
they do. Are they being asked to do too much? 

Mr. IRVING. I think that they are being asked to do what is ex-
pected and what they need to do to keep the Capitol, Members, and 
visitors safe. I am sure that from time to time, they may get, you 
know, a request to do some other things above and beyond. And 
they always strive to do that within their resources, very limited 
resources. But I will say that what they do is confined to maintain-
ing a safe and secure environment. And we at the Capitol Police 
Board ensure that they are not stretched beyond that. 

But having said that, just to keep the basic mission that they 
have is certainly tasking their resources at this time. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Honda. 

CONTINUED DOMA DISCUSSION

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And let me just make a comment about the invigorating ex-

change that we had. This is the kind of stuff I have been looking 
for on the floor and in the subcommittee. So I appreciate it, be-
cause I am not a lawyer; I am a teacher. As a teacher, you are just 
bringing things out to the front that makes more sense. And I 
think that this helps the general public to understand what goes 
on also. 

And I appreciate the clarification regarding the Legal Advisory 
Group that gave direction to our General Counsel, that it was not 
a unanimous vote. I think that clarification is something that can 
be entered into the record. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Information provided with Questions for the 
Record.]

Mr. HONDA. The other—I hope I am not sounding like an attor-
ney, but I guess this is how we do things. 

Mr. BISHOP. It is not all bad. 
Mr. HONDA. I understand. I am not equipped to be that kind of 

a person. But not that the person is that bad. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. We are people, too, you know. 
Mr. HONDA. You are my favorite person, actually. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I used to be a lawyer. 
Mr. HONDA. But the other thing I will put into the record, I think 

it was said that funds were transferred to DOJ. 
Mr. HONDA. And I think under the Justice, Commerce, and 

Science Subcommittee, we did say that resulting from the Defense 
of Marriage Act decisions, the committee recommendation recog-
nizes that resources to support the defense of DOMA and any asso-
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ciated litigation are no longer necessary under this account. So just 
put that into the record also, that somehow we still pushed it 
through different arms that we have. And that is okay, I suppose. 
But the thing that is needed to be done is to bring it to the sun-
shine so that we all understand what happened and why. 

I would like to enter into the record the questions I have that 
I won’t be able to ask because of time. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL

Mr. HONDA. But let me close with a question to the Inspector 
General Grafenstine. 

Last year, for the record, you indicated that you operated under 
the policy direction and under the oversight of House Administra-
tion. Unfortunately, your read of policy direction has created a non-
existent relationship with this subcommittee, the one who provides 
resources for your work. And by justifying your budget, I would 
like to remind you that you are under this subcommittee’s over-
sight. Further this subcommittee could actually use your work to 
make instrumental changes on how the House does its business. 

Since we don’t get your reports, can you give us more detail on 
what you have been up to? For example, how many reports have 
you issued? How many dollars have you saved with your rec-
ommendations? Anything to let us know that we are getting a re-
turn on our investment. Also, your testimony states that you pro-
vide advice and counsel to joint entities of the House. Can you give 
us more information on your jurisdiction? And can you audit any 
legislative branch agency? And I just wanted to make it clear that 
you know there are limitations to certain positions and responsibil-
ities. And our read on the directions and the position statements 
is different from yours. So if you have any difference on my com-
ments, I would love to hear that. 

Mr. PTASIENSKI. I am Mike Ptasienski, the Deputy Inspector 
General. Unfortunately, the Inspector General had a personal situ-
ation she had to address this morning. 

Mr. HONDA. I hope it is not serious. 
Mr. PTASIENSKI. She is not here today. 
But to answer your question on the number of reports that we 

have issued over the past year, in the last Congress, we issued 
19—or excuse me, last year, we issued 19 reports. We have 23 cur-
rent audits and advisories that we are working on right now. As 
far as the question on the joint entity thing, we do occasionally do 
some work with the Architect of the Capitol to look at the House 
interests as it relates to activities of the Architect of the Capitol. 
Again, for all those we get our guidance from the Committee on 
House Administration. Before we undertake any audit work, we 
work through the committee on a bipartisan basis to review our 
work plan and those actions we undertake. 

Mr. HONDA. Thank you. And perhaps I could submit a question 
for the record and get a response. 

Mr. PTASIENSKI. Absolutely. 
Mr. HONDA. It seems to me that the Inspector General works for 

this subcommittee, and for her not to respond to the subcommittee 
would be a misread on her responsibilities. And to take directions 
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solely from certain groups from the subcommittee, she needs to 
bring it back to us and ask us for clarification. 

I think that that would be responsible and helpful. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I think that message has been received. 
Without objection, all the requests that people have made to in-

sert things in the record be made. 
Mr. BISHOP. Are we limited in the number of rounds we have 

today, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, we will have time. 
If you have more questions, we can stay as long as you would 

like. But let’s go to Mr. LaTourette and then to you. 

CONTINUED DOMA DISCUSSION

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And Mr. Honda, I want to tell you I enjoyed our exchange very 

much. And my face hasn’t gotten so red for a long time. And I ap-
preciate it. 

And, I should tell you I began my career as a public defender. 
I could never go to my grandmother’s house for Thanksgiving be-
cause she would always say, how could you defend those mur-
derers? And the fact of the matter is our system of justice, whether 
it is civil or criminal, everybody is entitled to have the best lawyer 
that they can have to present their case. 

And in condemning the actions of King & Spalding, the New 
York Times, on April 27 of last year, not sort of a conservative blog, 
indicated out what we were actually talking about, when Brown v. 
Board of Education was argued 60 years ago, two of the greatest 
American lawyers squared off in that case. And that is the way it 
should be. And segregation, of course, was the law of the land at 
that time. But Thurgood Marshall, on the side of desegregation, 
and John Davis for the principle of separate but equal. 

Mr. HONDA. Yeah. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. And I am sure that there were people in the 

country that thought that one side or the other was not—that they 
weren’t supportive of one side or the other. But you know what, 
these things only get sorted out when the judges have the best ar-
guments that the best lawyers can make to them based upon the 
best evidence. 

But I also want to tell you, based upon our exchange, you have 
changed my mind, and because Mr. Price has indicated that the 
House is in its rights to hire outside counsel, I think I agree with 
you that it is patently unfair that we should be paying all this 
money.

And so, therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would ask you to please talk 
to Mr. Wolf at your earliest convenience. And when he writes the 
2013 CJS appropriations bill, in the account called legal activities, 
salaries and expenses, general legal activities, that he consider 
dunning the Department of Justice the amount equal to what 
House Counsel is going to be required to pay for the defense of this 
litigation, because they apparently have some extra lawyers sitting 
over there doing nothing. So thank you for helping me find my way 
through the forest. 

Mr. HONDA. If you don’t mind—— 
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure. 
Mr. HONDA [continuing]. I look forward to that debate. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much. 
And now I am going to ask one question. 

STOCK ACT

I just want to ask you, Ms. Haas, I understood you to say that 
the STOCK Act, which is on its way to the President’s desk, you 
estimate, and it is not included in your budget request, it is going 
to take $4 million to get the mechanics up and running and then 
a million dollars a year thereafter to maintain it? 

Ms. HAAS. That is CBO’s estimate. That is a combined estimate 
for House and Senate. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. I would just ask of you that you sort of 
keep track of this. As for, the STOCK Act, nobody should engage 
in insider trading. But you know what, I got to tell you, to me, it 
is $5 million in search of a problem. I don’t think a lot of Members 
sit around and do day trading on their computers or any of this 
other business. And it is a continuing downward slide of self-flag-
ellation.

I would hope that these monthly reports that were filed, you 
would undertake in the Clerk’s Office to sort of document—I think 
it is going to show it is abhorrent, and nothing is going on. And 
if that is the case, then the House and the Senate should perhaps 
reconsider their position. You know, it would be easier if we just 
gave $10,000 to every Member of Congress and told them not to 
day trade, and we would save a million dollars a year. So I hope 
that you could keep track of this thing. 

Again, like so many things, there are already laws on the books. 
You are not supposed to take insider information, wherever you get 
it from, and trade. And I would have preferred that we had gone 
after those who were alleged to have done it, prosecuted them, put 
them in jail, and all that other stuff, rather than create this 
monthly reporting that is going to become a hotbed on both sides. 
Both groups on the left and the right will now file these complaints 
with the OCE, saying that this guy or that woman is doing this, 
that, or the other thing. And I don’t think, at the end of the day, 
it is going to look good. But anyway, if you can keep track of that, 
I would appreciate it. 

Ms. HAAS. Absolutely. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, ma’am. 
And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Bishop. 

DIVERSITY POLICIES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of questions that I hope you will 

indulge me. The first is to all three of the witnesses. 
Last year, report language was included in the fiscal year 2012 

Leg. Branch Appropriations Act, which encourages legislative 
branch agencies, including the House, to develop diversity policies, 
including broadening the recruitment efforts to reach as many 
qualified candidates as possible. The report language directs the 
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House Officers to report to the committee within 6 months after en-
actment of the act on current operations as they relate to diversity, 
any plans to broaden recruitment efforts, and barriers to recruiting 
diverse job candidates. So I would like to ask each of you what ef-
forts you have made to date to comply with the report language. 

Ms. HAAS. Sure, I am happy to start. We are in the process of 
completing our report to send to the committee. 

The approach that we have taken, one, unfortunately in this par-
ticular climate we have not done a whole lot of hiring specifically. 
In the positions where we have hired, we have taken a much 
broader approach in how we advertise for those positions. So, in 
the past, we focused on professional journals and much more fo-
cused in the D.C. regional area. Now we are using a lot of Internet 
services. We are reaching out nationally. And so that has really 
been probably the key for us when we have advertised for the few 
positions we have had. 

Mr. BISHOP. Results? 
Ms. HAAS. The results are good. 
Mr. BISHOP. You will include that in your report? 
Ms. HAAS. Absolutely. 
Mr. STRODEL. Yes. And I will just add a little bit, Mr. Bishop, 

because it is an area where it is both a tactical and strategic ap-
proach. And again, working together with the House Officers, we 
have a task force within our organizations, a human resources task 
force group, that develops policies and stays on the front end of em-
ployment trends. 

But diversity is such a critical component to an organization’s ef-
fectiveness and what an organization stands for. So the strategic 
part of it is developing the management structures internally with 
respect to diversity and inclusion. So we are working from that per-
spective.

In particular, our organization went through a significant re-
structuring last year. And within the human resources business 
unit, we have created a directorate of diversity and inclusion. It is 
developing, and infusing a dialogue for shared understanding with-
in the organization as to what diversity means, what inclusion 
means, and how do you go about effecting it? So it is an ongoing 
process.

Mr. BISHOP. And your report? 
Mr. STRODEL. We will include this information. 
Mr. IRVING. Yes, I also echo the comments of both Mr. Strodel 

and Ms. Haas. And also working progressively, if we do some hir-
ing this year, to ensure that we continue to develop a diverse work-
force.

Mr. BISHOP. As I recall, the Capitol Police, which falls under 
your jurisdiction, in their appearance before the committee a few 
months ago gave extensive information about their progress, as 
well as the progress of the police officers’ discrimination case. So 
I appreciate that very much. I look forward to the report. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

The second question I wanted to direct to Ms. Strokoff. It has to 
do with the constitutional authority statements that you have been 
directed by the House to provide. I think it was at the beginning 
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of this Congress, January 5, 2011, when we adopted a new rule re-
quiring that each introduced bill or joint resolution be accompanied 
by a statement of constitutional authority. And of course, the Re-
publican Study Committee has looked at every one of 3,865 con-
stitutional authority statements that were presented by Members 
of the 112th Congress through January 5, 2012, and concluded that 
the rule was ignored in nearly all cases. Of course, the report cites 
so many bills and it goes through and gives an analysis of them. 

But given the fact that it is often ignored in terms of our delib-
erations, can you quantify the work hours and quantify that in 
terms of dollars and attorneys’ time to provide these constitutional 
statements of authority for the almost 4,000 bills? And how does 
that utilization of your attorney time take away from the other du-
ties that you are required to perform in your area of responsibility? 

Ms. STROKOFF. Mr. Bishop, thank you for your question. The 
rules change, as you said, went into effect last year. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, is it possible she could get to a 
microphone?

Mr. CRENSHAW. You can sit in that chair right there. Mr. Calvert 
is gone. 

Ms. STROKOFF. Thank you. 
Ms. STROKOFF. Okay. The rule, actually, it is the responsibility 

of the Member to provide the statement of constitutional authority. 
What the Office of Legislative Counsel did was provide forms, 
fillable forms, and with links to—there were memos that the Con-
gressional Research Service provided as to the basis, possible basis 
for constitutional authority. The Rules Web site stated, and in their 
briefings, many briefings they said, well, the Office of Legislative 
Counsel will assist Members by providing a properly formatted con-
stitutional authority statement form. It is the responsibility of the 
bill sponsor to determine what the authorities they wish to cite, to 
provide that information to the Legislative Counsel staff. Now, 
when we are requested to we will provide, you know, advice to indi-
viduals who request. But we can’t make the determination for them 
as to what specific clause of the Constitution. That is why we have 
these resources on our Web site. 

And I think, initially, when we were developing the forms and, 
initially, when Members were introducing bills in the beginning of 
the Congress, we probably spent a fair amount of time assisting 
staff people with making these determinations. But as time went 
on, I guess individual Members became familiar with the clauses 
of the Constitution and our Web site. So I would say we probably 
spend a lot less time or fewer requests to provide advice in that re-
gard now. 

Mr. BISHOP. Generally, the responses that are put on the form 
are very vague. They may cite an article without going into any 
specificity. So I guess what I am really trying to get is the utility 
of it and if, in fact, there are resources that are being utilized on 
this particular activity that could better be directed to other more 
constructive pursuits or not. I would like to get Ms. Strokoff’s as-
sessment of whether or not that is the most efficient use of those 
counsel resources. 

Ms. STROKOFF. Well, as I said, I don’t think we spend—you 
know, initially in developing the forms, we spent a fair amount of 
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time doing it. And we tried to cut down on the amount of time by 
providing the resources on the Web site. So I think the answer is 
we still spend the bulk of our time actually just doing the drafting 
of the legislation. When the bill is about to be introduced, we may 
get a call from the staff person saying, I have never done a con-
stitutional authority statement before. Can you help me out? 
Where should I go? And I would probably direct them to our Web 
site first. And I said if you need any explanation, just let me know, 
and, you know, I can try to explain some of the clauses. 

Mr. BISHOP. So you would say it is de minimis? 
Ms. STROKOFF. Yes. 

FIRST CALL

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. Mr. Strodel, I don’t want to leave you out. 
Last year, your office laid off 10 employees from First Call. And I 
understand the budgetary pressures that are facing your office. 
Can you kind of tell us what the impact has been on Members’ 
ability to perform services on behalf of their constituents? How are 
the calls responded to now? And has that had any adverse effect 
on the efficiency that we previously enjoyed, if in fact we did have 
efficiencies, in terms of the moving and all of the other activities 
that accompanied the operation of that office? 

Mr. STRODEL. Yes, sir, the reductions that you referred to, par-
ticularly in First Call, and as I said at the outset, we faced an un-
precedented budget situation. So not only are non-personnel af-
fected, but also personnel which I don’t think has happened in a 
long time up here. What we had to do, Mr. Bishop, was strategi-
cally look at the organization. If we are going to reduce the budget, 
not just lop off a limb, but say how can we do something more ef-
fectively? How can we deliver services either more effectively or in 
a way that we can change the service model and absorb these re-
ductions? In First Call, we had office coordinators who were essen-
tially a middle person between the office and the end delivery or 
service activator within CAO. So, in our review of services, the de-
cision was to change that service model and essentially take out 
that middle step. 

And now calls come in and go directly to where that service is 
going to be performed or delivered. The data that has come back 
has showed that response time is faster. There was a break-in pe-
riod, and some offices had a difficult time; they wanted the person 
who helped them before. But it has been working. It has been more 
effective.

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I think it is interesting. 
As we talked earlier, there was a reduction of 40 percent in the 

so-called projects, programs, and activities. And I think that was 
due to a lot of the line item—looking at every aspect of what they 
did. And it is amazing, I guess, in one instance, it is amazing that 
you found that many programs, projects, and activities that you 
could do without. That makes you wonder why you didn’t do that 
sooner. But I am glad you did. And I think that is part of the proc-
ess we are going through today, to recognize that we don’t have the 
resources. So we appreciate all that. 

Mr. Honda I think has one brief question before we wrap it up. 
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Mr. HONDA. I just wanted to indicate that the questions I didn’t 
ask, I am going to submit for the record. I made that statement, 
but to the CAO, transition costs, among other things. With Mr. Ir-
ving, just acknowledge that there was a mock evacuation that hap-
pened, and perhaps responding in writing what the evacuation 
time was for the different buildings. And just a comment, I under-
stood that there were officers at each floor directing traffic. And my 
comment to that would be in the case of emergencies, those officers 
would not be there until notified there was an incident. So to cre-
ate a more realistic scenario, you might want to just drop that pro-
tocol and just do an emergency evacuation exercise without letting 
folks know including the officers, so that we could see and evaluate 
that kind of exercise. I thank you for your time in looking at the 
issue.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
And thank you all for being here today. Thank you for your testi-

mony.
And the subcommittee will stand in recess, subject to the call of 

the chair. 
[The prepared statement of Theresa Grafenstine follows:] 
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[The prepared statement of Kerry Kircher follows:] 
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[The prepared statement of Sandra Strokoff follows:] 
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[The prepared statement of Ralph Seep follows:] 
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[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Crenshaw fol-
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[Office of Compliance prepared statement for the record from Ms. 
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